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bAST  BOSTON  PlbRS  1-5 

STATUS  REPORT 

January,  1982   -  -   June,  1982 

During  the  first  half  of  1982  fJanuary  -  June) ,  the  PAC  and 
the  BRA  Planning  Team  met  a  total  of  ten  times  to  continue  to 
complete  work  items  of  Phase  III  of  the  Phased  Work  Program  for  the 
East  Boston  Piers  (See  Attachment  I.)  .   Tnis  phase  was  initiated  in 
mid-November,  1981,  with  the  establishment  of  an  analysis  memorandum 
approved  by  the  PAC  entitled  Preliminary  Issues,  Goals  and  Land 
Uses  . 

During  this  period,  the  PAC  and  the  BRA  Planning  Team  completed 
the  following  work  program  tasks  from  Phase  III: 

-  Technical  information  and  data  for  formulating  alternative 
land  use  plans 

-  Site  analysis  related  to  a  specific  list  of  land  uses  identified 
by  PAC 

-  Initiation  of  alternative  land  use  options 

-  Conduct  public  forums  to  discuss  reuse  options 

-  Establish  preliminary  plan 

These  work  program  tasks  are  summarized  in  the  paragraphs 

below: 

1.   TECHNICAL  INFORMATION  AND  DATA  FOR  FOKl^TULATING  ALTERNATIVE  LAND 
USE  PLANS 

At  the  PAC  meeting  of  January  21,  1982,  staff  of  the  BRA  discussed 
points  of  technical  and  financial  analysis  that  could  be  used  by  the 
PAC  in  helping  to  evaluate  development  alternatives.   BRA  staff  dis- 
cussed technical  tools  including  methods  for  estimating  real  estate 
taxes  and  jobs  by  land  use  and  an  example  of  a  Request  for  Proposal 
from  developers  issued  by  the  BRA  for  Parcel  D-10  in  the  Downtown/ 


Waterfront  Faneuil  Hall  Urban  Renewal  Plan.   (See  Attachment  II  for 
more  detailed  discussion  of  these  financial  and  technical  tools) . 

In  addition,  a  four  by  eight  foot  model  of  the  site  and  the 
surrounding  area  was  prepared  tor  use  in  evaluating  alternative 
land  use  plans  to  be  generated  by  the  BRA  and  PAC. 

2.  SITE  ANALYSIS  RELATED  TO  SPECIFIC  LIST  OF  LAND  USES  IDENTIFIED  BY 
PAC 

At  the  meeting  of  February  11,  1982,  the  BRA  introduced  the  site 

analysis,  with  appropriate  man  illustrations,  based  on  available 

neighborhood  data.   The  analysis  featured  a  map  indicating 

appropriate  open  space  areas,  housing,  commercial  areas,  etc.  which 

could  be  established  in  more  detail  as  planning  for  the  piers  progresses 

The  map  also  identified  six  opportunity  areas  for  further  refinement 

and  study  (see  February  li,  1982,  PAC  meeting  minutes  for  more 

detailed  information  on  these  six  areas] .   These  map  illustrations 

were  based  on  six  land  use  assumptions  (see  also  February  11,  1982, 

PAC  meeting  minutes) .   (See  Attachment  III) 

3.  INITIATION  OF  ALTERNATIVE  LAND  USE  OPTIONS 

Six  alternative  land  use  plans  were  refined  for  the  PAC  meeting 
of  March  2S,  1982.   These  six  schemes  (A  through  FJ  were  based  on  an 
approved  list  of  goals  and  objectives  previously  approved  by  the  PAC 
in  late  1981. 

During  April  and  May  of  1982,  several  informal  meetings  were 
held  with  interested  members  of  the  PAC  in  order  to  continue  dis- 
cussions of  the  alternative  land  use  plans.   In  these  discussions, 
the  moded  was  used  in  order  to  permit  members  of  the  PAC  to  better 


visualize  the  impact  of  selected  schemes  upon  the  scale  o£  the 
adjacent  neighborhood. 

From  this  process,  four  preliminary  concept  schemes  were  developed 
by  the  BRA  staff  based  upon  prior  comments  of  the  PAC .  in  conjunction 
with  this,  work  began  on  an  Interim  Report  for  subsequent  presentation 
to  the  PAC. 

Together  with  the  Interim  Report,  the  four  alternative  concept 
schemes  were  presented  to  the  Project  Advisory  Committee  on  June  10. 


ATTACro^ENTS 


ATTACHMENT  I:        Minutes 

ATTACHMENT  II:       Financial  and  Technical  Tools; 
Development  Process 

ATTACHMENT  III:       East  Boston  Piers/Site  Analysis 


ATTACHMENT  I:   MINUTES 


MEMORANDUT-1 

TO:        EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  CORPORATION 

FROM:      JIM  ROSE,  CHAIRMAN 

SUBJECT:   NEXT  PAC  MEETING,  January  21,  1982 


The  next  PAC  meeting  will  be  held  on  January  21,  1982,  in  the 
Pier  One  Shed,  at  4:00. 

The  agenda  will  include  a  presentation  of  how  the  development 
process  works  and  what  the  various  land  use  alternatives  we 
have  discussed  mean  from  a  development  point  of  view  (e.g.,  jobs 
taxes ,  financing) . 

Enclosed  is  a  summary  of  PAC  activities  to  date. 


Enclosuri 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING  OF  JANUARY  21,  1982 


Present  for  the  Committee 

Evelyn  Farnum 
Emilio  Favorito 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Albert  Lombard!,  Jr. 
James  Rose 
Benito  Tauro 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 
Charles  Welch 

Absent 

Jim  Dorgan 

Joseph  Mara 

William  Manning 

Alice  Christopher 

Anna  DeFronzo 

J.  F.  Warden 

Mario  Umana 

Pat  Rosa 

Robert  E.  Travaglini 

George  DiLorenzo 

MassPort 

Alice  Boelter 


BRA 

William  Barbato 
Gary  R.  Brown 
Chris  Car law 
Michael  Grill 
Rick  Shaklik 
Charles  Studen 

Observers 


Affiliation 


Adel  A.  Fadili,  Fadili  Construct. 
William  Ferullo,  East  Boston 
David  Kelson,  East  Boston 
Arthur  Knowlton,  Jet  Line  Service 
Sal  Lombardo,  Liberty  Market 
Vin  Lombardo,  Liberty  Market 
Al  Morgante,  Lease  Street  Corp. 
Nick  Yebbe,  Lease  Street  Corp 


President  of  the  Committee  Rose  announced  at  4:28  PM  that  although  a 
quorum  was  not  present,  an  unofficial  meeting  would  be  held  and  would 
now  come  to  order.   He  then  announced  that  Mr.  Pat  Rosa  would  be  resigning 
as  a  member  of  the  Committee  and  asked  the  members  to  consider  names  so 
that  a  replacement  for  Mr.  Rosa  might  be  made. 

Mr.  Favorito  suggested  that  nominations  be  held  at  the  next  meeting 
of  the  PAC  and  that  elections  be  held  the  week  after.   This  was  acceptable 
to  those  in  attendance.   Mr.  Rose  then  reminded  those  present  that  since 
there  was  not  a  quorium,  there  could  be  no  decisions  made  on  any  old  or 
new  business,  but  that  it  was  important  to  discuss  the  development  process 
as  planned.   Mr.  Rose  then  asked  Gary  Brown  to  address  those  present. 

Mr.  Brown  first  apologized  for  the  delay  in  the  minutes  from  the 
previous  meeting  saying  that  since  there  had  been  no  secretary  present, 
he  had  to  take  the  minutes  and  that  they  had  yet  to  be  typed.   He  then 
introduced  Chris  Carlaw  and  Michael  Grill  of  the  BRA  to  speak  to  the 
Committee  saying  that  the  two  would  give  the  group  a  better  sense  of 
what  ideas  the  PAC  had  already  suggested  for  the  area  and  would  translate 
suggested  uses  into  dollars  in  the  form  of  taxes,  payroll,  number  of 
jobs,  etc.   Mr.  Brown  announced,  too,  that  Bill  Barbato  would  present  the 
engineering  reports  at  the  next  PAC  meeting.   He  told  the  group  that  a 
four-by-eight  foot  model  of  the  site  is  nearing  completion  for  their  use 
and  said  that  the  preliminary  maps  would  soon  be  available. 


Mr.  Carlaw  then  took  the  floor  to  discuss  how  financial  analysts  work  and 
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how  their  work  applies  to  the  East  Boston  project.   He  stated  that  analysts 
when  reviewing  developer  proposals,  can  identify  extra  money  in  the 
developer's  financial  plan  that  can  then  be  turned  to  provide  public 
amenities.   All  developers,  he  said,  are  asked  to  submit  a  pro  forma 
income  and  expense  sheet  which  is  completely  analyzed.   Once  the 
figure  of  a  reasonable  return  has  been  established,  any  profits  over 
that  are  considered  extractable  for  the  public  interest.   The  public 
interest  may  be  defined  as  a  lower  building,  more  open  space  around 
the  building,  or  other  amenities  a  community  may  wish.   Mr.  Carlaw 
said  that  this  is  one  of  the  major  methods  the  BRA  uses  to  achieve 
public  amenities  in  building  projects. 

Mr.  Carlaw  also  described  the  procedure  the  BRA  staff  use  to  work  with 
a  potential  site  and  developer.   First  he  said  the  staff  works 
to  establish  a  proper  use  for  the  area  which  includes  estimates  of 
traffic  patterns  and  designations  of  open  space  areas.   Advertisements 
are  then  placed  in  newspapers  to  invite  developers  interested  in  the 
site.   Mr.  Carlaw  passed  a  sample  of  one  such  advertisement  pertaining 
to  the  parking  lot  at  the  end  of  the  Faneuil  Hall  Marketplace  which 
is  now  in  the  process  of  being  developed. 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  where  the  BRA  advertised  for  developers. 

Mr.  Carlaw  answered  that  in  this  instance  advertising  had  appeared 
in  the  Boston  Herald,  the  Boston  Globe,  and  in  the  New  York  Times, 
but  that  other  papers  perhaps  local  in  nature,  could  be  used  for 
different  projects,  such  as  the  Piers. 

The  initial  guidelines  established  by  the  BRA  were  sent  out,  in  the 
form  of  a  developer's  kit,  to  developers  answering  the  advertisement. 
Mr.  Carlaw  distributed  a  sample  of  such  a  kit  to  those  present.   A 
brief  discussion  about  the  kits  took  place. 

Mr.  Carlaw  then  cautioned  the  committee  to  carve  out  small  enough 
square  footage  for  development  that  a  designated  developer  could 
feasibly  develop.   He  asked  the  committee  to  think  of  potential 
uses  and  of  multiple  uses  for  the  area  under  consideration  and 
suggested  as  an  example  that  an  office  developer  would  potentially 
build  and  maintain  open  space  for  public  use.   Mr.  Carlaw  also  asked 
the  group  to  keep  in  mind  that  there  are  other  values  to  be  considered 
such  as  design  guidelines  and  specification  of  materials  to  be  used 
in  any  development.   He  said  that  when  the  committee  chooses  a 
developer  that  it  should  make  certain  that  the  developer  has  a  firm 
financial  commitment  and  that  a  reasonable  time  for  construction  to 
begin  be  built  into  the  proposal  that  would  eventually  become  a  part 
of  the  agreement.   He  cautioned  the  committee  that  unless  a  time 
period  were  specified,  a  developer  could  "land  bank"  the  area,  tying 
it  up  without  construction  until  the  price  of  the  site  rose  and  that 
developer  could  sell  his  interest,  making  a  profit  without  having 
done  anything.   An  agreement,  he  said,  can  be  written  among  the  BRA, 
PAC,  MassPort  and  the  developer  to  meet  all  the  necessary  requirements. 
Lease  agreements  can  be  signed  at  some  point  in  advance  of  when  the 
developer  is  ready  to  start  construction,  he  said. 


Mr.  Carlaw  then  discussed  (using  two  large  charts)  a  method  used  to 
establish  use  potentials  for  employment,  payrolls  and  taxes  within 
the  community.   Using  the  standard  of  10,000  sq.ft.  as  a 
consistent  building  size,  Mr.  Carlaw  showed  that  various  uses 
generate  different  kinds  and  numbers  of  jobs,  taxes  and 
payroll.   For  example,  an  office  space  of  10,000  sq.ft.,  which  is 
90%  useable  (leaving  9,000  sq.ft.  of  rentable  space)  allows 
220  sq.ft.  of  space  per  worker,  generating  41  jobs.   Office  workers 
earn  an  average  yearly  salary  of  $12,000,  creating  an  annual  payroll 
of  $492,000.   A  hotel  of  the  same  size,  which  requires  500  sq.ft. 
per  room  (creating  20  rooms)  will  generate  only  12  jobs  because 
employment  figures  show  that  1.7  rooms  can  be  cared  for  by  one  worker. 
The  average  hotel  salary  is  $8,000-$10,000  per  year  and  would  generate 
an  annual  payroll  of  $120,000.   Retail  use,  a  less  efficient  producer 
than  office  use,  would  give  only  8,000  sq.ft.  of  rentable  space, 
generating  20  jobs,  with  an  average  annual  income  of  $8  to 
$10,000,  or  $200,000  in  payroll  dollars. 

Mr.  Carlaw  said  that  industrial  usage  is  quite  variable  and  has  a  similar 
efficiency  rating  as  retail  space,  but  requires  500  sq.ft.  per 
worker,  instead  of  retail's  400  sq.ft..   Only  16  jobs  should  be  expected, 
but  the  average  salary  for  an  industrial  worker  is  $14,000  per  year, 
generating  a  payroll  of  $224,000.   Among  the  least  productive  uses 
of  space  would  be  warehousing  which  would  only  generate  nine  jobs, 
because  most  of  the  space  would  be  utilized  for  storage.   Housing 
might  provide  nine  units  of  1,000  sq.ft.  each  out  of  a  potential 
10,000  sq.ft.  and  would  generate  only  one-half  job,  since  it  is 
estimated  that  one  person  can  manage  about  20  housing  units. 

Mrs.  Farnxom  asked  if  condo  figures  could  be  projected.   Mr.  Carlaw 
said  that  condominiums  would  generate  very  minor  job  opportunities, 
since  the  units  are  individually  owned  and  maintained. 

Mr.  Carlaw  then  discussed  the  method  of  determining  taxes  that  might  be 
generated  from  the  listing  of  proposed  uses  as  examined  above.   Using 
a  figure  of  3.751,  the  highest  effective  tax  that  lawfully  can  occur 
per  yearunder  classification  and  Proposition  2%,  Mr.  Carlaw  pointed 
out  that  the  City  cannot  levy  taxes  for  more  than  2Y^   of  the  City's 
total  value  of  property.   The  classification  referendum  now  allows 
taxes  on  business  property  to  be  150%  x  2^1%  or  3.75%  of  full  fair  market 
value.   The  City  of  Boston,  therefore,  will  now  tax  commercial 
property  at  3.75%  of  value,  he  stated,  while  residential  properties 
will  probably  end  up  being  taxed  at  1.7%. 

Using  this  tax  formula,  Mr.  Carlaw  proceeded  to  show  that  10,000  sq.ft. 
of  office  space,  which  would  cost  approximately  $70  per  square  foot 
to  develop  would  provide  a  value  of  $70,000,  when  multiplied  by 
3.75%  would  generate  $26,250  in  taxes.   A  hotel  of  20  rooms,  where  each 
room  costs  about  $70,000,  would  have  a  total  value  of  $1.4  million, 
which,  under  the  present  formula,  would  bring  in  $52,500  in  property  taxes 
Mr.  Carlaw  said  that  oridinarily  office  space  pays  more  taxes  than 
any  other  kind  of  space. 


Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  about  121A  tax  agreements  and  Mr.  Carlaw  said 
that  for  the  past  three  years,  businesses  have  been  better  off  not 
having  121A  agreements  since  Proposition  2^  and  Classification  will 
provide  for  lower  property  taxes  than  a  121A  agreement. 

Mr.  Charles  Welch  asked  what  kinds  of  taxes  other  piers  pay  in  Boston. 

Mr.  Knowlton  answered  that  dockage  fees  at  the  Old  Army  Base  piers 
were  now  running  $13,000  to  $18,000  per  week  and  that  large  revenues 
could  be  attained  using  the  piers  as  docks. 

Mr.  Favorito  asked  if  title  to  the  piers,  since  they  were  being 
retained  by  MassPort,  meant  that  the  area  could  not  be  taxed. 

Mr.  Brown  answered  that  the  developers  would  be  paying  taxes 
directly  to  the  City. 

Mr.  Favorito  asked  if  the  agreement  between  MassPort  and  the  BRA 
specified  how  taxes  would  be  handled. 

Mr.  Grill  stated  that  the  land  was  not  taxed,  but  that  buildings 
would  be.   Mr.  Carlaw  continued  and  said  that  two  other  key  items 
to  be  kept  in  mind  by  the  Committee  were  land  values  and  zoning 
restrictions.   He  then  illustrated  the  manner  in  which  the  PAC 
could  use  as  in  zoning  a  letter  designation  to  define  the  kind  of 
building  that  can  be  constructed  on  a  given  site.   Using  the  example 
of  a  B-4  designation  which,  when  tied  to  the  Floor  Area  Ratio,  or 
FAR,  Mr.  Carlaw  showed  that  the  letter  B  stands  for  business 
property,  and  that  the  numeral  four,  tied  to  the  FAR,  means  that  a 
parcel  of  land  10,000  sq.ft.  could  have  a  building  covering  every 
square  foot  which  would  allow  a  developer  to  build  a  building  four 
floors  high;  if  half  the  parcel  were  used,  the  building  could 
then  be  eight  stories  high,  etc. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  developers  didn't  have  to  leave  some  land 
surrounding  a  building  and  there  was  some  discussion  about  this,  with 
Mr.  Carlaw  answering  that  it  depended  on  what  the  PAC  wanted  to 
require.   He  also  said  that  the  FAR  should  be  used  as  a  tool, 
in  the  same  way  job  numbers  and  taxes  are  criteria.   None  by  itself 
should  be  an  absolute.   Residential  and  museum  use,  for  instance, 
do  not  generate  lots  of  jobs,  but  certainly  provide  other 
items  of  importance. 

Mr.  Fadali  asked  if  there  were  to  be  restrictions  on  the  MassPort 
site  because  of  the  airport. 

Ms.  Boelter  said  that  there  would  be  some  restrictions. 

Mr.  Rose  said  that  he  was  allowing  questions  from  guests  because  the 

meeting  was  unofficial.   He  cited  the  decision  of  the  committee 

to  include  in  its  by-laws  a  method  whereby  speakers  other  than 

members  would  have  to  be  sponsored  in  order  to  speak  during  an 

official  meeting.   At  Mr.  Rose's  request,  the  guests  introduced  themselves 

to  the  group. 


Mr.  Grill  said  that  one  way  to  get  public  improvements  is  to  get 
the  developers  to  provide  them  and  that  some  activities  provide  more 
than  others . 

Mr.  Tauro  asked  if  using  the  3.75%  formula,  a  building  in  Downtown 
Boston  with  higher  construction  costs  would  bring  in  higher  rents. 

Mr.  Carlaw  said  that  for  Downtown  a  figure  of  $110  sq.ft.  would 
be  the  development  cost  and  that  finished  office  space  on  the  MassPort 
site  would  probably  not  be  as  expensive  as  that  in  Downtown  or 
command  as  high  rents. 

Mr.  Grill  suggested  that  the  committee  consider  what  use  would 
produce  what  level  of  profits  and  build  that  understanding  into 
their  work  as  they  create  guidelines  .for  development. 

Mr.  Brown  announced  to  the  committee  that  Ronda  Canter  was  leaving 
the  BRA  and  that  she  had  wished  to  come  to  the  meeting,  but  was 
unable  to  do  so.   She  asked  Mr.  Brown  to  say  goodbye  to  the  group. 
Mr.  Brown  also  reminded  the  members  that  next  week  the  engineering 
reports  would  be  presented  to  them. 

Mr.  Rose  called  the  next  meeting  of  the  PAC  for  Thursday,  January  28, 
at  4  PM,  in  the  Pier  One  Shed,  and  said,  for  expediency's  sake, 
questions  concerning  the  present  meeting  would  be  answered  at  the 
end  of  the  meeting  of  January  28.   The  unofficial  meeting  was 
adjourned  at  5:44  PM. 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:       EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

FROM:    Jim  Rose 

SUBJECT:  NEXT  PAC  MEETING  -  January  28,  1982 

The  next  PAC  meeting  will  be  held  on  January  28,  1982,  in  the 
Pier  One  Shed  at  4:00  PM.   Please  be  prompt. 

The  agenda  will  include  a  discussion  of  the  engineering  reports 
that  have  been  done  on  the  piers  to  date  and  how  site  conditions 
relate  to  development  and  our  planning  process. 

Also,  with  the  resignation  of  Mr.  Pat  Rosa,  nominations  will  be 
solicited  for  a  new  PAC  member.   Please  give  this  some  thought. 

Those  members  that  were  not  present  for  the  meeting  of  January  21, 
1982,  missed  an  informative  presentation  and  discussion  of  the 
development  process  and  analysis  of  development  options.   Handouts 
from  that  meeting  will  be  available  at  the  meeting  this  Thursday. 


Txassport 
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February  5,  1982 


Mr.  Joseph  Wardell 
1129  Saratoga  Street 
East  Boston,  Mass.  02128 

Dear  Mr.  Wardell: 

It  has  come  to  my  attention  that  there  is  some  concern  amongst 
East  Boston  residents  about  the  amount,  the  quality  and  the  duration 
of  public  open  space  in  connection  with  the  Development  Plan  for  East 
Boston  Piers.  Massport  entered  into  discussions  leading  to  the  Agree- 
ment with  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  (BRA)  mindful  of  the 
community's  desire  for  waterfront  open  space  for  public  enjoyment. 
The  Agreement  stipulates  that  the  Development  Plan  submitted  by  the 
BRA  shall  include  "a  right  of  public  access  from  the  land  to  signi- 
ficant portions  of  the  waterfront,  "and"  a  provision  for  public  open 
or  park  area  and  the  maintenance  and  care  thereof".  Massport  would 
have  cause  to  reject  a  Development  Plan  submitted  without  such  pro- 
visions. 

It  is  ny  view  that  Massport  is  committed  to  the  provision  of  open 
space  which  is  accessible  to  the  public  on  the  property.  It  is  pos- 
sible that  the  most  effective  method  to  insure  quality  maintenance  of 
that  open  space  is  to  tie  the  space  to  parcels  being  developed  by 
other  tenants.  In  that  case  the  open  space  use  could  run  concurrently 
with  the  developer's  use  of  the  remainder  of  the  development  parcel. 

I  hope  this  helps  you  to  understand  Massport' s  commitment  to 
public  open  space  on  the  Piers.  As  a  member  of  the  Project  Advisory 
Cotimittee  you  have  a  critical  responsibility  to  work  with  the  BRA  to 
determine  the  nature,  location  and  amount  of  that  open  space.  Mass- 
port  looks  forward  to  reviewing  the  Development  Plan  that  evolves 
from  your  effort. 

Sincerely, 
MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY 


fc-^   ~      iSawth  u     nA\/T<; 


DAVID  W.  DAVIS 
Executive  Director 


DWD/pl. 

OPERATING:   BOSTON  LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT-  PORT  OF  BOSTON  GENERAL  CARGO  MARINE  TERMINALS -TOBIN  MEMORIAL  BRIDGE  •HANSCOM  FIELD 

CATALYST  FOR  NEW  ENGLAND  COMMERCE 


MEMORANDUM  February  8,  1982 

TO:        EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

FROM:      Jim  Rose 

SUBJECT:   FEBRUARY  11,  1982,  PAC  MEETING 

The  next  meeting  of  the  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee  will 
be  at  the  Pier  One  Shed  at  4:00  on  February  11,  1982. 

At  that  meeting,  a  general  site  analysis  will  be  presented  with 
special  emphasis  on  site  opportunities  and  limitations  for 
specific  land  uses  identified  by  the  PAC.   This  analysis  will  be 
followed  by  a  discussion  of  alternative  land  use  arrangements  on 
the  site.   Examples  of  three  possible  land  use  configurations  will 
be  presented. 

To  prepare  for  this  meeting,  it  would  be  beneficial  for  you  to 
review  the  issues,  opportunities,  goals  and  land  uses  identified 
at  our  November  19,  1981,  meeting  keeping  in  mind  the  additional 
development  and  engineering  information  that  has  been  presented. 

It  is  the  BRA'S  hope  that  from  this  point  some  hard  decisions 
can  be  made,  such  as  an  accepted  list  of  PAC  goals  for  the  site 
and  the  reaching  of  consensus  on  the  types  of  uses  to  be  explored 
in  more  depth. 
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'rogram  elements 
:dentified  by  pac 


POTENTIAL    SITE 
OPPORTUNITIES 


POTENTIAL    SITE    LIMITATIONS 


Residential 
market    (rental/condo) 
low/moderate 


Retail 


)ffice 


lotel/Boatel 


larina 


views/water 
mass  transit 
proximity  to 
downtown 
proximity  to 
airport 


mass  transit 
opportunity  for 
water-related 
retail  (niarina 
restaurant) 


views 

mass  transit 
proximity  to  air- 
port 

ancillary  office 
to  existing 
downtown  uses 

proximity  to 
airport 
mass  transit 
views/water 

Pier  I/building 

waterfront 

proximity  to 

downtown 

lack  of  facilities 

elsewhere 


ownership  of  waterfront 

property 

lease  arrangement  with 

MassPort 

high  site  development  costs 

lack  of  water  access  to 

downtown 

lack  of  subsidy  programs 

large  number  of  subsidized 

units  nearby 

deteriorated  retail  area 

nearby 

existing  retail  in  nearby 

Central  Square 

poor  vehicular  access 

high  site  development  costs 

distance  from  Class  A  market 

lack  of  community  demand  ?? 

proposed  Bird  Islands  Flats 

development 

high  site  development  costs 


new  and  proposed  hotels  ■ 

elsewhere  (Charlestown, 

Long  l^arf,  Bird  Island  Flati 


-erry  Service 


opportunity  to 
develop  in  con- 
junction with  other 
harbor  development 


high  development/operation 
costs  likely  to  require 
subsidy 
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ROGRAM  ELEMENTS 
DENTIFIED  BY  PAC 


POTENTIAL  SITE 
OPPORTUNITIES 


POTENTIAL  SITE  LIMITATIONS 


ndustrial 


proximity  to 
airport 
waterfront 
location 
mass  transit 


poor  vehicular  access 
high  site  development  costs 
proposed  Bird  Island  Flats 
development 


ecreation 


nstitutional 


views/water 
proximity  to  large 
population  with 
limited  open  space 

lack  of  facilities 
in  East  Boston 


lack  of  public  funds 
no  tax  generation 


lack  of  public  funds 

no  tax  generation 

existing  facilities  elsewhere 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING,  11  February  1982 


PAC  MEMBERS 


BRA 


Present 

James  Dorgan 
Anna  DeFronzo 
Evelyn  W.  Farniim 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Albert  Lombardi,  Jr, 
Jimmie  Rose 
Joseph  Warden 
Charles  S.  Welch 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 

Absent 

Joseph  Mara 
William  Manning 
Mario  Umana 
Pat  Rosa 

Robert  Travaglini 
George  DiLorenzo 
Benito  Tauro 
Alice  Christopher 
Emilio  Favorito 

GUESTS 

William  R.  Ferullo 
Lorraine  Downey 


Bill  Barbato 
Gary  Brown 
Rick  Shaklik 
Charles  Studen 


MASS  PORT 
Alice  Boelter 


The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  Chairman  Rose  at  4:20  PM  at  the 
Pier  I  Shed  with  the  nine  members  present  constituting  a  quorum. 
Mr.  Rose  then  introduced  Charles  Studen  and  Rick  Shaklik  to  the  PAC. 
Both  men  have  been  doing  a  site  analysis  based  on  available  neighborhood 
data. 

The  chair  also  asked  Gary  Brown  to  speak.   Mr.  Brown  offered  the 
concept  behind  the  schemes  to  be  presented  to  the  PAC  at  this 
meeting  and  the  manner  in  which  the  maps  attached  to  the  wall 
could  be  used  by  the  PAC  to  establish  their  own 
analysis  and  used  as  an  aid  in  the  PAC's  development  of  a  land 
use  schene  for  the  site. 


Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  the  PAC  should  break  up  into  three  groups 
of  six  members  each  to  develop  their  ideas  for  uses  for  the  site. 
He  also  suggested  that  the  PAC  have  a  public  meeting  soon  to  get  an 
agreed  upon  usage  from  the  general  community. 

Chairman  Rose  told  the  group  that  he  had  been  able  to  get  CARD  funds 
for  another  East  Boston  area  and  explained  that  a  CARD  area  is  a 
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federally  targeted  zone  where  businesses  can  receive  loans  from 
any  lending  institution  with  lower  than  usual  interest  rates. 
CARD  is  an  incentive  program  for  upgrading  businesses  and  business 
areas . 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  the  chair  what  area  had  been  designated  a  CARD 
district. 

/ 
The  Chair  explained  that  it  covered  an  area  from  Maverick  Square, 
down  Meridian  Street  to  Central  Square,  over  to  Bennington  Street, 
and  up  Meridian  again. 

Mr.  Brown  explained  that  the  piers  are  not  included  in  the  CARD. 

The  Chair  stated  that  he  could  ask  for  an  amendment  to  his  accepted 
proposal  to  tie  the  piers  to  the  CARD. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  what,  if  any,  was  the  deadline  for  adding  areas 
to  CARD. 

The  Chair  said  there  was  no  time  limit. 

Mrs,  DeFronzo  asked  if  the  CARD  would  extend  to  Lewis  Street. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  it  would  be  developers  who  would  receive  the 
funds  associated  with  CARD  or  a  corporation  similar  to  PAC. 

Mr.  Rose  said  the  PAC  would  be  ineligible  for  CARD  funds. 

Mr.  Shaklik  then  took  the  floor  to  explain  the  analysis  of  the 
site  so  far. 

The'map  featured  open  space  areas,  subsidized  housing,  commercial 
areas,  etc.  which  should  be  kept  in  mind  as  planning  for  the  piers 
progresses.   Six  opporttinities  were  identified  by  the  planners: 

1.  A  large  vacant  area  of  20  acres,  and  another  of  14-15  acres 
on  the  piers  themselves. 

2.  The  extensive  waterfront  offered  by  the  site  gives  opportunities 
for  many  water-related  uses. 

3.  The  proximity  of  the  site  to  Logan  and  Downtown,  with  good  public 
transportation,  was  yet  another. 

Mr.  Shaklik  called  the  PAC's  attention  to  the  fact  that  Pier  I  is 
in  the  best  condition  for  use  and  talked  about  the  dramatic  use  that 
Downtown  and  Charlestown  had  made  of  similar  opportunities,  citing 
that  the  Pier  I  and  entire  waterfront  area  had  an  additional  advantage 
over  these  sites  --  that  of  a  southern  exposure. 

4.  An  extension  of  the  Lewis  Mall  could  be  made  to  the  area. 

5.  The  '"Rockies"  might  offer  possibilities  for  tying  that  land  into 
the  project. 
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The  disadvantages  of  the  site  were  then  reviewed.   These  included 
the  fact  that  the  landfill  is  not  of  the  best  quality;  the  extra 
costs  of  renovating  or  demolishing  Piers  3,  4  and  5;  the  circulation 
into  the  site  is  limited;  the  environmental  problems  in  the  site; 
the  Third  Harbor  Crossing  tunnel  which  may  interfere  with  other 
areas;  the  airport,  which  could  have  an  impact  on  the  possible 
height  of  any  buildings  to  be  built,  and  the  height  of  any 
buildings  which  might  obstruct  view  from  neighboring  properties 
and  the  other  proposed  private  developments  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Shaklik  then  distributed  lists  of  specific  land  uses  identified 
in  December  by  PAC.   A  discussion  and  explication  of  the  analysis 
followed. 

Mr.  Studen  said,  that  the  planners  may  not  have  identified  all 
possible  uses  for  the  site  and  asked  PAC  members  to  look  at  the 
lists  very  critically  to  find  other  possible  uses,  saying  that  the 
BRA  needs  the  PAC's  ideas. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  if  there  were  any  boatels  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  s'ome  waterfront  hotels  could  function  as  a  boatel, 

but  that  the  investors  often  do  not  market  their  facilities  as 

such. 

Mr.  Studen  then  asked  the  members  to  discuss  priorities  for  the 
area  pointing  out  that  it  is  a  remarkable  site.   He  said  the  maps 
now  hanging  on  the  wall  would  be  left  up  for  several  weeks  so  that  the 
PAC  could  refer  to  them. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  if  the  BRA  were  including  museums  under  the 
institutional  category  on  the  printed  list. 

Mr.  Shaklik  replied  that  they  were  and  reviewed  the  manner  in  which 
the  planners  had  arrived  at  the  uses  now  being  presented.   He 
asked  the  PAC  to  also  refer  to  Mr.  Carlaw's  list  of  use/ tax/ employment 
figures  for  the  area  when  looking  for  possible  site  uses. 

Mr.  Studen  then  talked  about  the  examples  of  various  land  use  schemes 
prepared  by  the  BRA  and  indicated  that  six  assumptions  had  been 
made  concerning  the  area  for  purposes  of  this  exercise.   These 
were: 

1.  The  area  designated  as  NDP  II  assumed  future  use  is  for  housing. 

2.  The  Lewis  Mall  will  be  extended  to  a  public  ferry  area. 

3.  Pier  I  can  be  repaired  and  used. 

4.  Piers  3,  4  and  5  are  liabilities  and  should  be  removed. 

5.  Bethlehem  Steel  would  remain  where  it  is. 

6.  The  public  waterfront  access  would  be  maintained.  ^-^. 
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Mr.  Warden  reminded  the  BRA  planners  that  if  the  public  access  were 
to  be  just  a  walkway  that  he  and  the  PAC  did  not  want  that. 

Mr.  Studen  said  that  the  BRA  didn't  try  to  assume  what  kind  o£ 
access  would  be  available,  only  that  East  Boston  residents  would 
be  able  to  go  along  the  waterfront.   He  also  noted  that 
vehicular  access  to  the  area  had  to  be  improved. 

Mr.  Studen  said  the  planners  prepared  the  schemes  for  illustrative  pur- 
poses  and  tried  to  emphasize  different  goals  developed  by  the 
PAC  in  November  and  how  they  could  be  achieved  on  the  site.   He  said 
using  these  goals  they  had  devised  three  different  schemes  for  the 
area: 

Scheme  I  -  Provide  water  dependent  activities  and  expanded  cultural/ 
historical  aspects  of  East  Boston  marine-related  industries,  such  as 
shipbuilding  and  sailmaking  for  Pier  I,  with  some  additional 
development  in  conjunction  with  marine  manufacturing  and  marine 
warehousing . 

Ms.  Welch  asked  what  were  the  marine- related  industries. 

Mr.  Studen  replied  that  such  industries  as  sailmaking  could  be 
considered  as  light  marine-related  industry. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  that  there  is  plenty  of  marine  industry  now  and 
that  he  couldn't  see  how  the  community  would  gain  with  such  a 
plan. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  if  the  industry  were  non-polluting, the  community 
could  live  with  it. 

Mr.'  Dorgan  said  that  it  seemed  a  waste  to  use  the  waterfront  area  for 
industry. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  the  planners  had  considered  the  tax  dollars 
generated  by  such  industry. 

Mr.  Studen  replied  that  only  land  uses  had  been  considered,  with 
some  thought  given  about  tax  generation  and  job  creation,  but  that 
there  had  been  no  assumptions  made  about  the  height  (density  or 
massing)  of  buildings. 

Scheme  II  was  presented  in  which  the  planners  took  into  account 
the  goals  outlined  by  the  PAC  to  provide  housing  and  create 
additional  recreation  and  open  space.   Pier  I  could  become,  under 
this  scheme,  a  marina  and  restaurant  area.   Housing,  with  a  park 
between  Bethlehem  and  the  site, could  be  constructed,  with  strong 
public  waterfront  access.   This  scheme  does  not  generate  as  many  jobs 
as  others  schemes  night,  Mr.  Studen  said,  or  much  in  tax  revenues, 
but  satisfies  housing,  open  s^^ace  and  recreational  goals  identified 
by  the  PAC. 


Scheme  III  focused  on  job  opportiinities  and  tax  generation.   A 
hotel  would  be  included  with  a  marine  on  Pier  I  and  behind  it,  a 
major  office/retail  area.   There  could  be  a  boatel/hotel  constructed 
out  onto  the  water,  with  an  area  next  to  the  Bethlehem  Steel  area 
designated  for  light  industry.   This  is  a  mixed  scheme  and  calls  for 
the  most  dollar  investment  in  the  site. 

A  discussion  of  the  schemes  followed. 

Mr.  Dorgan  pointed  out  that  no  matter  which  scheme  was  used  the 
community's  view  of  the  waterfront  was  blocked.   He  suggested  that 
if  the  piers  have  to  come  down,  the  area  could  be  left  as  open 
parkland. 

Mr.  Rose  reminded  the  corporation  that  the  ideas  and  the  maps  are 
like  having  building  blocks  that  the  members  could  move  around 
any  way  they  wished. 

Mr.  Studen  announced  that  packets  of  information  will  be  given  out 
with  further  explanations  of  the  schemes  to  members. 

Alice  Boelter  asked  the  members  how  they  would  feel  about  using 
the  area  for  lobstermen.   MassPort  has  been  trying  to  discover 
if  the  area  would  be  of  use  to  them  and  had  contacted  the  400-member 
lobsterman's  association  to  see  if  there  was  any  interest. 

A  discussion  ensued  among  the  members  with  the  consensus  reached  that 
although  lobstermen  would  be  welcome,  400  of  them  would  be  too  many. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  where  the  group  wanted  to  go  from  here.   He  spoke 
again  about  the  committee' breaking  up  into  small  groups  so  that  ideas 
could  be  discussed  carefully  and  so  that  priorities  presented  to  the 
BRA  would  be  very  clear.   He  asked  that  these  small  groups  then 
re-merge  into  the  whole  where  ideas  and  conflicts  could  be  discussed. 

Ms .  Welch  asked  where  the  PAC  was  going  to  get  hard  facts  about  what 
kinds  of  industry,  buildings,  etc.  were  proper  uses  for  the  area. 

Mr.  Dorgan  suggested  that  retail  stores  selling  marine  supplies, 
and  other  marine  related  activities  were  proper. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  did  not  want  a  factory  on  the  site. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  categories  presented  were  broad  ones.   He 
suggested  that  the  PAC  now  look  for  specific  categories.   He  reminded 
the  group  that  if  it  decided  to  have  a  lot  of  housing,  for  example, 
the  group  would  have  to  come  up  with  just  how  much  a  lot  of  housing 
is. 
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Ms .  Welch  said  she  had  assximed  low-rise/high-rise  housing  ideas 
presented  for  the  NDP  II  site  would  be  used  here. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  that  there  had  been  a  lot  of  input  to  the  PAC  and 
that  he  would  now  like  to  see  the  chair  call  a  meeting  with  only 
PAC  members  present  so  that  the  PAC  could  discuss  what  is  right 
for  East  Boston.   He  suggested  that  one  meeting  be  used  for  this 
purpose  and  that  no  advisors  be  present.   After  that  meeting,  the 
advisors  could  come  back  and  advise  the  PAC  whether  their  goals 
were  possible,  he  said. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  some  blank  maps  could  be  made  available  for  the 
PAC's  use,  to  which  Mr,  Brown  said  yes. 

The  Chair  asked  if  it  were  the  consensus  of  the  group  that  the  next 
meeting  be  just  for  PAC  members  and,  if  so,  would  someone  present 
a  motion  to  that  effect. 

Mr.  Dorgan  so  moved  that  such  a  meeting  be  held  on  February  25. 

Mrs.  DePronzo  seconded  the  motion,  which  passed  without  discussion 
unanimously. 

Mrs .  Ferullo  said  that  she  was  concerned  that  there  had  been  no 
discussion  on  the  motion  and  that  she  believed  the  PAC  was  losing 
too  much  time  if  it  postponed  the  next  meeting  to  two  weeks  from  the 

present. 

Mr.  Shaklik  reminded  the  PAC  that  it  was  at  a  critical  juncture  and 
that  if  each  member  of  the  committee  would  think  about  all  the 
ideas  presented  and  study  the  information  about  them,  he  was  not 
worried  about  taking  the  extra  time. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  that  he  felt  as  if  the  committee  had  been  in  a 
seminar  for  most  of  the  period  it  had'  beeir  meeting. 

The  Chair  asked  whether  the  PAC  was  agreed  that  the  meeting  be  held 
in  two  weeks,  or  whether  one  week  would  be  better. 

Ms.  Welch  suggested  the  meeting  be  held  in  one  week. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  the  PAC  hold  two  private  meetings,  with  the  BRA 
joining  the  PAC  in  between  the  two  meetings. 

Mr.  Warden  said  before  he  went  into  any  more  meetings,  he  wanted  to 
know  what  the  privileges  of  East  Boston  residents  were  going  to  be. 

Mr.  Lombardi  said  that  he  felt  the  PAC  had  to  discuss  the  planning 
stages  now. 


The  decision  reached  after  discussion  and  an  amendment  to  the  original 

motion  was  stated  by  the  chair  that  the  next  meeting  would 

be  held  on  February  18  at  4:00  PM  with  PAC  members  only,  but  that 

the  PAC  would  want  the  BRA  to  provide  them  with  the  recording  secretary 

for  that  meeting. 

Mrs.  DeFronzo  then  asked  if  the  PAC  could  have  some  developers  come 
in  to  discuss  their  ideas  for  the  site. 

Ms.  Welch  stated  she  felt  the  PAC  should  draw  up  plans  for  the  developers 
first  and  then  see  what  they  have  to  offer. 

A  short  discussion  followed  with  Mr.  Brown  suggesting  strongly  that 
the  PAC  should  come  up  with  its  own  plans  first. 

Informal  adjournment  occurred  at  5:43  PM. 
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LAND  USE  SCHEMES/EXAMPLES 
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ASSUMPTIONS   (Used  with  these  examples  and  cominon  to  all  three  land  use 
schemes) 

1.  NDP  II  SITE  adjacent  to  East  Boston  Piers  site  will  be  developed  for 

housing. 

2.  LEWIS  MALL  will  be  extended  from  present  terminus  to  waterfront  with 

ferry  slip  and  open  space. 


PIER  I  can  be  feasibly  repaired  and  built  upon. 

PIERS  III,  IV,  AND  V  are  liabilities  and  should  be  demolished. 

BETHLEHEM  SHIP  REPAIR  will  remain  in  present  location. 

PUBLIC  WATERFRONT  ACCESS  will  be  maintained  along  entire  waterfront 

with  connections  to  existing  residential 
area  at  Orleans  Street,  Cottage  Street, 
and  the  Golden  Stairs. 

VEHICULAR  ACCESS  to  site  will  be  improved. 


PRIORITY  GOALS  (Each  land  use  scheme  has  been  developed  to  emphasize 
different  goals) 


1.  SCHEME  I 

2.  SCHEME  II 

3.  SCHEME  III 


-  Provide  water  dependent  activities 

-  Expand  cultural/historical  aspects  of  East  Boston 

-  Create  variety  of  housing  opportunities 

-  Create  additional  open  space  and  recreation 
activities 

-  Create  job  opportunities  for  East  Boston  residents 

-  Generate  taxes 
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MEMORANDUM  February  12,  1982 

TO:        EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

FROM:     Jim  Rose,  Chairman 

SUBJECT:   PAC  MEETING  SCHEDULED  FOR  FEBRUARY  18,  198  2 


The  next  PAC  meeting  will  be  held  at  the  Pier  One  Shed  at  4:00  PM 
on  February  18,  1982. 

The  agenda  for  this  meeting  will  include  the  PAC's  placement  of 
its  goals  in  priority  order  and  the  discussion  and  development  of 
various  land  use  alternatives  for  the  site. 

The  BRA  has  provided  us  with  a  site  analysis  map  and  examples  of 
various  land  use  schemes  based  on  assumptions  (which  we  are  not 
bound  by) .   The  presented  schemes  were  for  illustrative  purposes 
and  emphasized  different  goals  the  PAC  stated  at  our  November  19 
meeting.   Their  purpose  is  to  serve  as  examples  of  the  process  we 
might  want  to  follow. 

G>  CD 

It  is  now  our  task  to  clarify  our  goals,  state  our  assumptions 
ancP-develop  a  land  use  scheme (s)  indicating  what  we,  as  members  of 
the  Project  Advisory  Committee,  suggest  for  further  study  and 
analysis . 

Please  review  the  information  that  has  been  provided  to  date  and 
give  some  serious  thought  to  haw  you  feel  about  the  site  and 
what  you  want  the  development  process  to  result  in. 

As  decided  by  the  PAC  at  the  last  meeting,  the  BRA  will  not  be 
present.   However,  they  will  provide  whatever  technical  assistance, 
data  and  materials  that  we  feel  are  necessary  to  conduct  this 
meeting  and  successfully  accomplish ■ our  objective. 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
MEETING  OF  February  18,1982 

PAC  MEMBERS 


GUESTS 


Present  David  Kelson 

William  Ferullo 
Alice  Christopher 
Anna  DeFronzo 
Emilio  M.  Favorito 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Albert  Lombardi,  Jr. 
Joseph  M.  Mara 
William  D.  Manning 
Jimmie  Rose 
Robert  Travaglini 
Charles  Welch 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 

Absent 

George  DiLorenzo 
Mario  Umana 
Benito  Tauro 
Pat  Rosa 
James  Dorgan 
Joe  Warden 
Evelyn  Farnum 


Chairman  Rose  noting  that  a  quorum  was  now  present  called  the  meeting 
of  the  PAC  to  order  at  4:18  PM.   He  stated  that  he  had  received 
a  copy  of  a  letter  written  by  Mr.  Davis  of  the  Massachusetts  Port 
Authority  directed  to  Joe  Wardell  which  stated  that  MassPort  was 
committed  to  whatever  action  the  PAC  wished  as  far  as  open  spaces 
on  the  site  were  concerned,  as  it  was  committed  to  any  other  site 
use.   The  Chair  also  said  it  had  received  a  letter  from  Alice  Boelter 
of  MassPort  which  contained  a  flyer  discussing  mooring  fees  and 
other  information  the  PAC  had  wanted  to  have  concerning  slips  for 
boats.   The  Chair  then  opened  the  floor  for  suggestions  and  dis- 
cussion concerning  the  PAC's  thoughts  and  feelings  about  the  plans 
for  site  use. 

Mrs.  DeFronzo  said  the  area  should  go  for  a  large  marina  similar  to 
that  in  Newport  where,  she  said,  the  marina  makes  a  lot  of  money 
for  the  community.   She  said  that  she  thought  piers  four  and  five 
should  be  fixed  as  fishing  piers,  with  an  open  area  next  to  the 
Bethlehem  Steel  area.   She  also  stated  that  she  would  like  to  see 
a  boatel  and  some  housing  on  the  site. 
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Mrs .  Christopher  said  that  the  Conunittee  had  been  talking  a  great 
deal  about  unemployment  in  the  area  and  suggested  that  a  company- 
like  Wang  or  Digital  should  be  asked  to  build  on  the  site. 

The  Chair  asked  if  Mrs.  Christopher  meant  high-tech  industry  for 
the  area,  to  which  Mrs.  Christopher  replied  in  the  affirmative. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said  that  she  thought  there  would  be  a  height,  size 
and  traffic  problem  created  in  the  area  if  the  site  were  put  to  that 
use. 

Mr.  Favorito  said  that  most  of  their  Wang/Digital  structures  were  all 
on  one  level  and  that  a  height  problem  would  probably  not  exist. 

Mrs.  Christopher  said  that  the  area  was  going  to  have  to  have  a  traffic 
study  anyway  because  anything  that  went  on  the  piers  was  going  to 
attract  traffic.   She  reiterated  her  statement  that  high-tech 
industries  offer  good  jobs,  many  at  entry-level,  that  eventually  pay 
good  salaries  and  train  people. 

Mrs.  DePronzo  said  she  thought  a  lot  of  things  pertaining  to  the 
water,  with  a  couple  of  ferries  to  help  alleviate  the  vehicular 
traffic  would  be  best  for  the  site. 

Mr.  Travaglini  said  he  thought  the  ferry  was  very  important  because 
vehicular  access  was  difficult  at  the  site.   He  expressed  his  opinion 
that  if  there  were  no  ferry,  there  would  be  a  serious  problem  and 
that  some  kind  of  commitment  to  a  ferry  should  be  a  first  priority 
of  the  PAC. 

Mr.  Lombardi  said  that  whatever  was  put  on  the  piers  should  be 
versatile  and  accommodate  the  neighborhood.   He  asked  the  question 
"what  do  we  need?"  saying  that  if  industry  is  put  on  the  site, 
the  need  for  a  ferry  will  be  paramount. 

Mr.  Welch  agreed  with  Mr.  Lombardi  saying  he  thought  the  PAC  should 
go  for  water-related  activity.   He  said  he  was  not  against  high-tech, 
low-rise  industry,  however,  but  that  since  cars  will  be  a  problem 
in  any  case,  there  must  be  a  ferry  system. 

Mr.  Favorito  reminded  the  PAC  members  that  the  ferry  is  a 
desirable  attribute  but  that  the  PAC  cannot  impose  the  existence 
of  a  ferry  as  part  of  the  development  package.   The  ferry,  he  said, 
must  be  economically  viable  and  will  rise  or  fall  based  on  the 
use  of  the  parcel.   The  types  of  uses  that  would  support  a  ferry 
are  the  kinds  of  uses  that  bring  people  into  the  area,  and  Mr.  Favorito 
concluded  that  the  PAC  should  be  looking  for  uses  that  are  people- 
intensive. 

Mrs.  Christopher  talked  about  the  way  people  had  always  walked  to 
use  the  old  ferry,  saying  that  today  everyone  would  use  a  car  to  get 
to  the  ferry  and  that  parking  would  be  necessary.   She  also  stated 
that  there  was  going  to  be  a  great  deal  of  traffic,  no  matter 
what  was  put  in  and  that  even  a  marina  will  attract  cars. 


Mrs.  DeFronzo  said  that  one  of  the  best  things  about  the  site  was 
its  proximity  to  the  MBTA.   She  said  that  people  should  be  encouraged 
to  come  to  the  shops  and  restaurants  in  the  area  by  ferry,  however. 

Ms.  Welch  agreed  with  Mrs.  DeFronzo  saying  that  the  site  would  have 
to  have  a  magnet  area,  and  that  a  continuation  of  the  Hull  ferry 
could  bring  people  to  the  shops  and  restaurants  and  other 
attractions.   She  suggested  that  the  PAC  might  be  able  to  get  a 
subsidy  for  a  commuter  ferry  similar  to  that  granted  to  the  Hull 
run. 

Mr.  Manning  said  he  went  along  with  the  idea  of  a  ferry  1001.   He 
stated  that  East  Boston  was  rich  in  historical  sites  and  there 
would  have  to  be  something  to  draw  the  people  to  East  Boston. 
He  said  he  would  like  to  see  a  marina  developed  on  the  site 
because  so  many  people  are  "boat  happy"  and  because  he  thinks 
a  marina  would  generate  taxes. 

Mr.  Travaglini  said  he  had  taken  it  for  granted  that  there  would  be 
a  shopping  mall  on  the  site,  and  that  he  also  assumed  one  drawing 
card  for  the  area  would  be  restaurants. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  gave  a  copy  of  the  "Waterfront  Development  Plan" 
prepared  by  the  Land  Use  Council  some  years  ago  and  which  had 
been  given  to  PAC  members  at  an  early  meeting  to  Chairman  Rose, 
reminding  the  corporation  about  its  contents,  and  asking  that  the 
Chair  read  it  to  the  members. 

Chairman  Rose  read  the  Program  of  Land  Use  which  lists  Proposed 
Uses  drawn  by  the  Land  Council. 

A  general  discussion  ensued  concerning  the  contents  of  the  report 
with  Ms.  Welch  saying  that  she  would  like  to  see  the  area  developed 
more  like  a  Mystic  Seaport  or  a  Pickering  Wharf.   She  suggested  that 
ships  like  the  Flying  Cloud  could  be  moored  at  pier  sites  and  become 
strong  tourist  attractions. 

Mr.  Lombardi  stated  that  he  thought  that  replicas  of  famous  ships 
would  be  a  very  good  idea. 

The  Chair  reminded  the  members  that  it  costs  $8  to  get  into  Mystic 
Seaport,  expressing  his  worry  that  costs  might  keep  users  away. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  perhaps  the  area  could  be  run  similarly  to  the 
Peabody  Museum  in  Salem,  where  Salem  residents,  upon  showing 
a  special  card,  are  allowed  free  use  of  the  museum. 

Mrs.  Christopher  asked  how  vehicular  access  could  be  blocked  off 
for  the  site. 
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Ms.  Welch  said  that  the  area  would  have  to  provide  a  certain  number 
o£  parking  areas  for  businesses  to  meet  legal  requirements. 

Mr.  Welch  said  he  thought  three  boats  a  month  now  asked  for 
guest  mooring  in  the  area  during  the  summer  months,  while 
Mystic  is  booked  up  four  months  solid  each  year.   He  suggested 
a  boatel  would  be  a  good  idea  for  the  site,  saying  there  was  no 
place  in  Boston  at  present  to  tie  up  for  the  night. 

Mr.  Lombardi  said  that  the  PAC  was  talking  about  ferries  and  traffic, 
and  suggested  that  the  ferry  tie  up  at  the  airport  and  that  cars 
be  required  to  park  there  to  meet  the  ferry. 

Mr.  Favorito  offered  a  formal  motion  that  a  marina-type  use  be 
adopted  and  further  moved  that  for  the  duration  of  the  current 
meeting  the  PAC  use  the  maps  left  by  the  BRA  and  set  up  specific 
areas  allocated  for  marina-related  uses  to  decide  which  portions 
are  suitable  for  that  kind  of  use. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said,  on  the  motion,  that  ferry  boats  could  not  tie 
up  with  a  marina  because  the  ferry  boats  are  so  large  they 
upset  small  boats. 

The  Chair  acknowledged  Mrs.  Ferullo 's  remarks,  but  reminded  her 
that  she  had  been  out  of  order  on  the  motion. 

Ms.  Welch  seconded  the  motion. 

Mr.  Rose  re- stated  that  motion  saying  that  there  was  a  consensus 
that  a  marina  section  shall  be  acceptable  to  the  PAC. 

The  motion  was  put  to  vote  and  passed  unanimously. 

Chairman  Rose  said  he  felt  the  PAC  should  delve  into  the  matter  and 
say  what  specific  marine-related  activities  it  wanted  and  then  allow 
the  BRA  to  offer  some  scenarios  so  that  the  PAC  could  choose  from 
those  scenarios  one  that  fit,  if  any  did.   He  said  the  BRA  could 
give  scenarios  concerning  restaurants,  slips,  ferries,  museums, 
etc. 

Mr.  Favorito  said  he  was  not  excluding  any  use,  but  only  wished 
to  determine  where  the  PAC  could  put  the  marina. 

Mr.  Welch  said  he  would  say  from  Pier  5  on  would  be  a  good  place 
for  the  marina. 

Mr.  Rose  asked  if  the  area  should  be  defined  more  clearly  than  that. 

Mr.  Favorito  said  the  marina  has  special  requirements  and  that 
a  decision  should  be  made.   He  asked  if  the  marina  should  be  put 
on  Pier  I. 
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Ms.  Welch  said  that  the  existing  ferry  slip  should  still  be  used. 

Mr.  Welch  said  that  Pier  I  was  a  good  site,  but  that  it  was  too 

good  for  marina  use.   He  thought  the  other  end  of  the  site  could  easily 

be  used  for  a  marina. 

The  Chair  stated  his  opinion  that  if  there  were  going  to  be  a  ferry 
that  it  should  use  the  old  ferry  slip  for  docking. 

Ms.  Welch  offered  a  motion  that  the  PAC  say  that  the  old  ferry  slip 
should  be  used  for  the  new  ferry. 

The  motion  was  seconded  and  carried  on  an  unanimous  vote  of  approval. 

Ms.  Welch  suggested  that  the  PAC  put  down  on  paper  its  ideas  and  that 
the  onion  skins  sheets  left  by  the  BRA  for  use  should  be  brought  out 
now. 

The  maps  and  onion  skins  were  brought  to  the  table  and  the  members 
gathered  around  to  make  their  suggestions  while  Mrs.  Ferullo 
outlined  the  areas  so  designated  in  black  marker  pen. 

Mr.  Manning  said  that  the  area  would  have  to  generate  something 
to  provide  young  people  with  jobs,  and  with  something  to  increase 
the  tax  base  in  East  Boston. 

The  use  of  Pier  4  was  designated  as  the  area  for  the  new  marina 
by  the  PAC  and  the  old  ferry  slip  was  also  designated  to  be 
reserved  to  provide  new  ferry  service. 

Mr.  Lombardi  made  a  motion  that  the  Pier  I  area  should  be  set  aside 
for  restaurants,  lounges,  retail  and  tourist-related  uses  within  the 
existing  building. 

Ms.  Welch  seconded  the  motion. 

A  discussion  on  the  motion  was  held  and  the  motion  was  then  brought 
to  a  vote  and  passed  unanimously. 

Mr.  Travaglini  stated  he  thought  the  members  were  treating  parking 
lightly  and  thought  that  some  area  should  be  set  aside  for  parking. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  thought  that  the  developers  would  have  that 
right. 

Mr.  Favorito  said  the  PAC  may  have  to  set  aside  an  additional  area 
for  a  nuclear  (central)  parking  area. 

The  Chair  suggested  that  a  meeting  with  the  BRA  should  be  held  to 
discuss  parking  and  other  issues  for  the  area. 

Discussion  continued  concerning  the  traffic  patterns  that  might 
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be  possible  with  a  central  area  for  parking,  a  circular  roadway, 
etc.   Mr.  Lombard!  and  Mr.  Travaglini  suggested  the  use  of  a 
shuttle  to  take  people  from  the  central  parking  area  around  the 
site,  to  the  marina,  to  the  shopping  areas,  might  be  a  good  idea. 

The  Chair  offered  his  opinion  that  the  shuttle  idea  was  a  good  one. 

Ms.  Welch  said  a  shuttle  could  even  be  used  from  the  Blue  Line 
in  Maverick  Square  to  the  site. 

Mr.  Mara  said  the  shuttle  service  could  be  yet  another  business 
for  the  area. 

Mr.  Favorito  said  he  would  like  to  get  a  reaction  to  the  use  of 
this  area  (pointing  to  a  middle  area  of  the  map  between  Pier  2 
and  3)  for  high-tech  industry. 

The  Chair  suggested  that  the  PAC  had  done  enough  work  for  one 
meeting,  and  that  it  was  time  to  get  BRA  input  before  going  further. 
He  said  that  there  is  a  consensus  that  there  will  be  a  boatel/hotel 
in  the  area  and  asked  where  it  should  be  situated. 

A  motion  was  made  by  Mr.  Lombardi  and  seconded  by  Mr.  Favorito 
that  a  boatel/hotel  should  be  next  to  the  active  marina. 

Mr.  Manning  pointed  out  that  an  active  marina  was  not  a  year-round 
marina,  after  which  a  discussion  concerning  the  seasonal  use  of 
a  marina  was  held. 

A  motion  to  adjourn  was  made  by  Mr.  Travaglini  and  seconded  by 
Mr.  Favorito.   Adjournment  occurred  at  5:21  PM  on  an  unanimous 
vote.   The  next  meeting  will  be  held  in  two  weeks,  on  Thursday, 
March  4,  1982,  at  the  Pier  I  site. 


MEMORANDUM  February  25,  1982 

TO:  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee 

FROM:  Jim  Rose,  Chairman 

SUBJECT:  NEXT  PAC  MEETING 


The  next  meeting  of  the  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee 
will  be  in  the  Pier  One  Shed  at  4:00  on  March  4,  1982. 

I  have  given  the  BRA  the  onion  skin  sketch  of  uses  identified 
at  our  last  meeting  and  asked  that  they  report  back  to  us  on 
the  information  we  have  provided  them  to  date. 

Enclosed  for  your  review  are  the  minutes  from  our  meetings  of 
February  11  and  February  18,  1982. 


Enclosures 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE  MEETING  OF  March  4,  1982 


''}aC   MEMBERS 


GUESTS 


Present 

Alice  Christopher 
Anna  DeFronzo 
Evelyn  Farnum 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Albert  Lombardi,  Jr, 
William  D.  Manning 
James  Rose 
Robert  Travaglini 
Joseph  Warden 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 
James  Dorgan 

Absent 

George  DiLorenzo 
Emilio  M.  Favorito 
Joseph  M.  Mara 
Benito  Tauro 
Mario  Umana 
Charles  Welch 


William  Ferullo 
Anthony  Pagliua 
David  Kelson 


BRA 

Gary  Brown 

MASS  PORT 
Alice  Boelter 


Chairman  Rose  called  the  meeting  to  order  at  4:18  PM  in  the  Pier  I  Shed, 
He  then  read  a  letter  from  former  member,  Pat  Rosa,  which  advised  the 
Board  of  his  resignation.   The  Chair  suggested  that  nominations  and 
voting  for  a  new  member  to  replace  Mr.  Rosa  be  held  at  the  March  11 
meeting. 

Mr.  Travaglini  asked  what  kind  of  person  the  board  members  should 
think  about  nominating  and  whether  he  or  she  would  have  to  be  from  any 
particular  section  of  East  Boston,  or  from  the  business  community. 

The  Chair  stated  that  no  designating  from  certain  areas  need  be  done, 
and  asked  for  a  motion  that  the  next  meeting  be  used  for  the  purpose 
of  replacing  Mr.  Rosa. 

Mr.  Manning,  seconded  by  Mr.  Travaglini,  so  moved  and  discussion  on 
the  motion  was  begiin  by  Ms.  Boelter  who  said  that  MassPort  desired  to 
make  sure  that  a  neighborhood  business  was  represented  and  suggested 
that  the  PAC  not  place  itself  open  to  a  charge  of  having  too  narrow 
representation. 

The  Chair  responded  that  the  nomination  could  well  be  someone  from 
East  Boston's  business  community,  or  from  someone  connected  with  the 
water  site. 


Mr.  Travaglini  asked  if  the  position  previously  held  by  Pat  Rosa  on 
the  PAC  had  originally  been  designated  for  a  business  person.   A 
discussion  ensued  concerning  this  issue. 


The  motion  was  moved  to  a  vote  and  passed  unanimously. 

The  Chair  then  turned  to  the  actions  of  the  PAC  meeting  held  two  weeks 
previously  (February  18,  1982),  explaining  how  he  had  taken  the 
suggestions  and  the  drawing  made  at  that  meeting  to  Mr.  Brown  on  the 
Friday  after  that  meeting  to  discuss  the  plan  with  him.   Mr.  Brown 
had  noted  at  that  meeting  that  the  PAC  had  not  been  specific  enough 
in  its  desires. 

The  Chair  said  he  had  not  wanted  to  speak  as  one  person  for  the  whole 
of  the  PAC  in  his  meeting  with  Mr.  Brown  prior  to  this  current  meeting 
and  that  Mr.  Brown  would  discuss  aspects  of  the  PAC  scheme  that  needed 
clarification. 

The  Chair  then  turned  the  meeting  over  to  Mr.  Brown,  who  asked  if 
everyone  had  read  the  minutes  from  that  meeting.   An  affirmative 
acknowledgement  by  individuals  answered  his  question. 

Mr.  Brown  then  stated  that  a  status  report  was  in  order  and  called  the 
group's  attention  to  Exhibit  B  in  the  packet  handed  out  to  individual 
members  at  the  initial  meeting  of  the  PAC.   Mr.  Brown  told  the  PAC 
that  the  group  is  moving  out  of  Phase  II  (site  analysis)  into 
Phase  III,  planning  and  design.   He  pointed  out  that  the  schedule 
gave  the  PAC  19  months  --  from  August,  1981   --to  prepare  a  master 
plan  for  the  site.   This  meant  that  such  a  plan  would  have  to  be 
completed  by  March,  1983,  in  order  to  comply  with  the  agreements 
between  MassPort  and  the  BRA  concerning  the  site.   However,  he 
reminded  the  PAC  that  they  had  set  their  own  goal  to  submit  a  pre- 
liminary plan  by  June,  1982.   He  indicated  that  in  order  to  achieve 
that  goal  the  PAC's  work  would  have  to  increase  greatly. 

Mr.  Brown  then  reminded  the  PAC  that  they  had  not  had  any  open/public 
meetings  and  suggested  that  it  might  consider  doing  so. 

Mr.  Brown  explained  that  the  scheme  presented  by  the  PAC  required 

refinement  and  some  additional  work  before  a  review  of  the  PAC's 

desires  could  be  clearly  articulated.   He  also  told  the  PAC  that 

the  model  for  the  site  is  completed  and  asked  for  the  assistance 

of  Board  members  in  checking  the  model's  accuracy  before  everything  was 

glued  into  place. He  indicated  that  the  model  was  located  at  185  State 

Street  and  suggested  that  the  PAC  members  call  ahead. 

Mr.  Brown  then  began  a  discussion  of  the  land  use  designations  the 
PAC  had  indicated  on  the  onion  skin.   He  congratulated  the  PAC  on  its 
progress  during  the  last  meeting,  but  pointed  out  that  a  lot  of  land 
had  been  used  up  without  any  attention  or  explanation  of  goals  attendant 
to  that  use  and  significant  areas  of  the  site  were  left  blank.  What, 
he  asked,  was  PAC  trying  to  establish  as  its  goals.   The  BRA  planners, 
he  said,  could  not  take  what  the  PAC  had  now  given  them  and  tell 
what  uses  the  PAC  wants  for  the  entire  area  until  the  PAC's  goals  are 
more  clearly  established.   He  then  pointed  out  a  chart,  with  goals, 
that  had  been  developed  in  the  November  meeting.   The  chart  had  been 
devised  indicating  every  land  use  the  PAC  had  mentioned,  as  well  as 
the  goals  identified  by  the  PAC.   He  asked  if  the  PAC  would 
knock  out  any  of  these  land  uses  which  were  no  longer  of  interest  or 
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feasible  for  the  site  and  if  all  the  goals  were  still  viewed  as 
appropriate. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  pointed  out  that  the  BRA  had  a  list  of  goals  established 
by  the  PAC,  but  Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  the  list  needed  to  be  put 
into  priority  and  refined  as  does  the  land  use  list  and  said  that, 
for  example,  an  "active  marina"  designation  is  too  broad  and  should  be 
narrowed  through  definition  to  what  constitutes  an  active  marina 
and  what  activities  the  PAC  wants  to  include  or  exclude  from  that 
use. 

Mr.  Travaglini  asked  if  there  were  any  reason  why  the  marina  had  to 
be  placed  where  the  planners  had  indicated  on  maps  designated 
Schemes  I,  II,  and  III,  which  were  taped  on  the  meeting  room  wall. 
Mr'.  Brown  responded  that  there  was  not.  Mr.  Travaglini  said  that 
parking  would  be  a  major  problem  about  which  a  great  deal  had  been 
said,  but  that  to  the  best  of  his  recollection,  the  PAC  had  not 
talked  about  housing  at  all  at  the  previous  meeting. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  PAC  had  once  talked  of  luxury,  elderly, 

and  condominium  housing  as  possibilities  for  the  site,  but  that  such 

a  use  was  not  addressed  on  the  PAC  land  use  scheme. 

The  Chair  said  that  the  PAC  had  identified,  a  marina,  and  a  hotel/boatel 
but  had  not  addressed  a  lot  of  other  issues. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  the  PAC  was  unsure  how  to  address  the  parking  issue 
since  not  enough  was  known  about  the  parking,  freeze  when  uses  were 
being  discussed. 

Mr.  Brown  said  there  was  no  parking  freeze  and  that  the  difficulty 
with  circulation  and  parking  should  not  preclude  discussion  of  any  use 
for  the  site  at  this  time. 

In  response  to  a  question  from  Mr.  Dorgan,  Mr.  Brown  said  the  BRA  could 
not  at  this  point  indicate  what  traffic  flow  might  be  for  the  area  and 
that  the  flow  would  have  to  be  identified  and  established  after  the 
goals  and  land  uses  had  been  identified,  located  and  placed  in  a 
priority  listing. 

Mr.  Dorgan  asked  if  the  BRA  didn't  have  to  make  a  study  before  the 
project  had  ever  begun  and  they  developed  their  schemes. 

Mr.  Brown  said  there  were  discussions  about  traffic,  but  that  any 
plans  about  patterns  of  traffic  for  the  area  would  be  made  once  the 
land  uses  had  been  more  clearly  defined. 

Mr,  Dorgan  said  he  thought  there  was  enough  information  now  to  do  that. 

Mr.  Bro\>m  disagreed  asking  what  assumptions  the  PAC  was  making  about 


how  many  workers  would  be  employed  on  the  site  in  the  future  that  might 
drive  into  the  area  and  discussing  the  differences  in  traffic  generation 
that  might  result  from  various  land  uses  and  the  scale  of  those  uses. 

Mrs.  Franum  said  that  she  thought  the  PAC  should  be  thinking  in 
terms  of  block  development  for  the  site  and  then  listed  items  she  had 
been  thinking  about  as  useful  for  the  area,  and  those  which  would  be 
unacceptable.   A  fueling  station,  she  said,  requires  lots  of  water 
room  for  boats  to  maneuver  into  position  to  re- fuel.   She  asked 
if  there  was  really  enough  room  in  the  harbor  with  its  present 
boat  traffic  for  that  sort  of  use.  Housing,  she  said,  should  be  of 
the  luxury  variety  because  it  would  bring  in  tax  dollars  and  a  population 
to  buy  goods  in  the  area.   Mrs.  Farnum  indicated  that  a  park  area 
should  be  made  near  the  tourist  area  so  that  a  natural  buffer  would 
exist  between  the  housing  and  that  area.   She  said  she  would  like  to 
see  a  Fisherman's  Wharf- style  pier,  casual,  informal,  and  inexpensive 
established.   The  luxury  housing,  Mrs.  Farnum  said, would  balance 
out  the  profile  for  the  area  and  would  bring  in  overflow  traffic 
from  the  Faneuil  Hall  area.   A  ferry  boat,  she  said,  could  bring 
people  here  and  the  people  coming  would  be  coming  to  live  in  luxury 
housing  or  as  visitors  to  the  wharf  area. 

Mrs.  Christopher  said  you  still  would  need  roads  and  asked  if  experts 
could  develop  traffic  forecasts  for  the  site. 

Mr.  Brown  said  the  BRA  could  supply  the  PAC  with  data,  but  that  it 
would  not  significantly  aid  them  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  that  the  PAC  was  interested  in  future  traffic  flow. 

A  discussion  concerning  traffic,  traffic  flow,  and  other  issues 
pertaining  to  traffic  then  took  place  with  Mr.  Brown  saying  all  of 
these  issues  would  have  to  be  discussed  as  land  use  alternatives 
were  developed. 

Ms.  Boelter  said  she  saw  a  problem  with  Mr.  Dorgan 's  suggestion 
that  the  BRA  should  come  up  with  traffic  flow  data  now.   Ms.  Boelter 
said  that,  for  example,  traffic  going  to  and  from  a  nursing  home 
would  differ  considerably  from  that  for  a  truck  terminal.   She  said 
the  PAC  would  have  to  define  what  it  is  it  wants  on  the  site  first, 
and  then  decide  the  traffic  use. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  the  PAC  to  refine  its  goals  and  give  the  BRA  a  priority 
list  of  those  goals,  a  list  of  assumptions  and  then  develop  a  scheme 
for  the  area  in  a  manner  similar  to  that  presented  to  the  PAC  at  its 
February  11  meeting. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  thought  the  PAC  should  end  the  present  meeting  and 
review  their  material  and  then  continue  the  discussion  at  the  next 
meeting. 

Chairman  Rose  said  he  would  set  up  a  chart  for  goals  so  that  they 
could  be  listed  in  priority  order. 

Mr.  Brown  then  passed  out  a  list  of  goals  and  assumptions  that  had 


been  used  in  developing  the  schemes  discussed  on  February  11,  including 
old  matrices  and  new  matrices  devised  from  the  November  meeting  o£  the 
PAC.   He  asked  if  there  were  any  questions  that  the  BRA  could  respond 
to  at  present,  and  asked  if  there  were  any  further  questions 
about  parking. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  if  the  individual  developers  were  responsible  for 
parking  at  each  parcel. 

Mr.  Brown  said  parking  could  be  accomplished  in  a  variety  of  ways. 
There  could  be  an  area  of  parking  for  each  use  or  a  central  parking 
scheme. 

The  chair  said  he  thought  the  PAC  should  set  up  the  next  meeting  and 
asked  if  the  group  should  meet  next  week  and  give  Mr.  Brown  a  list  of 
its  goals  at  that  time. 

Mr.  Travaglini  said  he  felt  the  PAC  should  go  full-speed  ahead  now. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  there  were  any  problems  about  the  next  meeting 
being  used  to  establish  priorities  and  identify  areas  of  PAC  consensus. 

Mr.  Travaglini  said  that  the  PAC  should  now  examine  the  lists  that  had 
been  handed  out  to  them  a  few  minutes  before  and  delete  any  goals, 
uses  and  assumptions  that  they  viewed  as  inappropriate. 

Chairman  Rose  said  he  had  received  a  letter  from  the  Third  Harbor 
Tunnel  Committee  asking  for  the  PAC  to  help  that  group.   Mrs.  Ferullo 
entered  her  objection  to  assisting  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  Committee, 
saying  that  a  discussion  on  that  should  wait  until  another  time. 

Mrs.  Famum  asked  if  the  PAC  could  meet  next  week  in  City  Hall  so 
that  it  could  see  the  model. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  PAC  could  first  view  the  model  at  the  State 
Street  BRA  office  and  then  walk  back  the  two  blocks  to  City  Hall  for 
its  meeting. 

The  Chair  said  that  meetings  at  City  Hall  would  be  inconvenient  for 
some  members  of  the  PAC. 

The  Chair  then  asked  for  a  list  of  priority  goals  from  board  members. 

Mrs.  Famum  suggested  the  membership  could  fill  out  a  list  and  send 
them  into  City  Hall. 

Mr.  Brown  responded  that  the  lists  could  be  sent  in  and  that  the  BRA 
would  then  compile  them  in  order  of  majority  preference  if  the  PAC  so 
wished. 

Mr.Dorgan  said  he  thought  there  were  some  things  that  the  group 
should  go  over  together  and  that  these  could  be  discussed  before 
adjourning . 
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Mr.  Travaglini  asked  if  the  PAC  members  could  go  through  the  list 
and  delete  any  items  now. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  the  PAC  should  establish  its  goals  first 
and  then  work  from  there. 

The  Chair  said  it  would  entertain  the  motion- 
Mr,  Travaglini  moved  that  the  PAC  go  through  the  list  of  land  uses  and 
delete  or  add  whatever  items  it  wanted  to  at  the  present  meeting. 

Mr.  Dorgan  seconded  the  motion- 
Ms.  Welch  agreed  with  the  motion  but  said  that  before  final  decisions 
were  made  the  members  should  have  time  to  study  the  items. 

The  Chair  asked  for  a  vote  on  the  motion.   A  majority  vote  permitted 
consideration  of  the  lists. 

The  Chair  asked  how  the  membership  wished  to  consider  each  item  -- 
by  a  verbal  vote,  or  by  raised  hands. 

The  Board  established  raised  hands  as  the  voting  medium. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  thought  the  Board  should  do  goals  first,  and  then 
go  from  there  to  specific  deletions.   There  was  agreement  to  Ms.  Welch's 
suggestions  from  Mr.  Brown,  but  the  majority  elected  to  review 
land  uses  first. 

Under  the  category  of  retail  use,  the  Board  voted  yes  to  a  seafood 
store,  yes   to  a  food  store,  no  to  a  cinema,  yes  to  a  restaurant/ 
lounge,  no  to  a  gas  station  and  retained  the  idea  of  a  mall  for  clari- 
fication and  further  discussion. 

The  Board  voted  to  include  all  items  on  the  office  category  list  as 
one. 

The  hotel/boatel  category  was  retained  for  discussion,  while  every 
item  under  the  full- service  marina  category  was  deemed  acceptable  with 
discussion  about  service  and  storage  of  boats  postponed  until  the  next 
meeting. 

Transportation  including  a  parking  garage,  surface  parking  and  a  ferry 
were  also  acceptable  to  the  group. 

Under  the  industrial  use  category,  there  was  some  opposition  to  the  boat 
building/repair  item,  but  a  sailing  school  was  held  in  abeyance 
because  the  Harbor  Master  might  not  allow  it. 

Institutional  use  was  defined  as  being  a  combined  immigration  and 
seaport  museum  and  was  passed  unanimously.   Community  meeting  space 
and  a  chapel  were  retained  for  consideration.   High-tech  industry  was 
added  to  the  list  for  consideration. 


The  list  of  goals  was  then  read  with  each  o£  the  thirteen  goals  listed 
being  passed  for  retention. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  the  group  at  its  next  meeting  would  carefully  and 
clearly  define  these  items  and  goals  and  then  make  a  priority  listing 
He  said  the  BRA  would  like  a  determination  of  which  goals  and  uses 
the  majority  of  the  PAC  membership  wants,  stating  that  this  information 
would  be  of  great  value  to  the  PAC  in  their  future  discussion  and 
evaluation  of  development  schemes. 

After  further  discussion,  about  priorities  and  goals,  Mr.  Travaglini 
moved  for  adjournment.   Mr.  Manning  seconded  the  motion  and,  after 
establishing  the  next  meeting  to  take  place  on  March  11,  1982,  at 
4:00  PM  in  the  Pier  I  Shed,  the  Board  voted  unanimously  to  adjourn 
at  5:39  PM. 


MEMORANDUM  March  5,  1982 

TO:        East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee 

FROM:      Jim  Rose,  Chairman 

SUBJECT:   PAC  MEETING  SCHEDULED  FOR  MARCH  11,  1982 


The  next  meeting  of  the  PAC  will  be  held  at  the  Pier  One  Shed  at 
4:00  PM  on  March  11,  1982. 

The  agenda  will  include  the  nomination  and  election  of  a  new  PAC 
member  to  replace  Mr.  Pat  Rosa  who  recently  resigned  due  to  personal 
time  constraints. 

Also,  the  agenda  will  include  discussion  and  clarification  of  our 
goals  and  the  placing  of  those  goals  in  a  priority  order  or  grouping 
The  suggested  land  uses  discussed  at  our  last  meeting  will  also  be 
refined  and  acted  upon  as  a  body.   Time  permitting,  expansion  of 
our  land  use  scheme  will  take  place  beginning  with  listing  our 
assumptions  on  which  the  scheme  is  to  be  based. 

This  is  a  very  heavy  agenda,  so  I  urge  all  members  to  be  prompt. 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  CORPORATION  MEETING,  March  11,  1982 


PAC  MEMBERS 


OBSERVERS 


Present 


William  Ferullo 


Alice  Christopher 
Anna  DeFronzo 
Evelyn  Farnum 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Albert  Lombardi,  Jr, 
William  D.  Manning 
Jim  Rose 
Joseph  Warden 
Benito  Tauro 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 
Charles  Welch 
James  Dorgan 

Absent 


BRA 

Gary  Brovm 

MASS  PORT 
Alice  Boelter 


George  DiLorenzo 
Emilio  M.  Favorito 
Joseph  M.  Mara 
Mario  Umana 
Robert  Travaglini 

Chairman  Rose  called  the  PAC  meeting  to  order  at  4:23  PM.   The  Chair 
asked  i£  the  PAC  wished  to  accept  the  minutes  from  the  meetings  of 
February  11  and  February  2  5  and  those  from  the  meeting  of  March  4. 
The  minutes  were  accepted  on  a  unanimous  voice  vote.   The  Chair  then 
turned  the  meeting  over  to  Mr.  Brown. 

Mr.  Brown  mentioned  an  article  about  the  PAC  that  had  been  printed  in 
the  East  Boston  Community  News  which  had  discussed  the  goals  of  the 
PAC.   He  cited  the  article  as  being  "upbeat"  and  suggested  those  who 
had  not  seen  it  might  want  to  read  it.   Mr.  Brown  then  said  that  he  had 
been  having  discussions  at  City  Hall  about  the  manner  in  which  the  PAC 
was  establishing  land  uses  and  goals  for  the  area  and  whether  the 
Plan  would  be  able  to  meet  the  agreement  between  MassPort  and  the 
BRA. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that,  internally,  the  issue  was  how  to  move  things 
along  more  quickly;  that  although,  according  to  the  initial  printed 
schedule,  progress  was  made  on  time,  that  the  schedule  set  by  the  PAC 
for  itself  was  not  met.   He  asked  for  the  agenda  of  the  current  meeting 
to  include  a  final  vote  on  goals  and  a  better  sense  of  priority  about 
land  use.   Mr.  Brown  told  the  Corporation  that  the  BRA  had  a  good  idea 
of  what  the  members  were  telling  it  about  an  active  marina,  for  example, 
but  that  more  information  was  needed  regarding  other  uses.   The  BRA 
would  like  to  have  time  to  take  these  goals  and  the  ideas  presented 
and  do  an  analysis  of  the  data  and  come  back  in  three  weeks  with  the 
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possibilities  the  BRA  sees  from  that  data.   In  order  to  do  that,  he 
said,  he  would  need  official  acceptance  by  the  PAC  of  the  goals. 
The  next  item  needing  immediate  attention  was  land  uses  which  the  PAC 
should  clearly  identify  by  site  area  and  define. 

The  Chair  announced  that  the  meeting  was  open  to  discussion  concerning 
the  listed  goals  and  priorities.   He  then  read  the  list  of  goals 
presented  at  the  previous  meeting.   It  was,  he  said,  hard  to  prioritize 
the  goals  because  all  were  important  and  the  Chair  suggested  retaining 
all  of  the  goals  on  the  list  unless  the  PAC  wished  to  prioritize  them. 

Mr.  Dorgan  asked  if  it  was  necessary  to  break  the  goals  down  into  a 
priority  listing. 

Mr.  Brown  replied  that  while  not  necessary,  it  might  be  desirable  if 
any  one  goal  was  so  over-riding  in  importance,  that  it  should  be  given 
top  priority,  but  that  the  BRA  was  not  asking  for  that. 

Mr.  Lombardi  suggested  leaving  the  goals  listed  as  they  were  and 
then  moved  the  PAC  adopt  the  list  as  it  stood. 

Mrs.  Christopher  seconded  the  motion  which  passed  unanimously  on 
voice  vote. 

Mary  Ellen  Welch  asked  how  the  goals  were  to  be  presented  to  the  BRA, 
saying  she  thought  the  purpose  of  the  current  meeting  had  been  to 
put  the  goals  into  a  prose  form. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  BRA  would  incorporate  the  goals  into  a  report 
to  the  PAC  that  would  attempt  to  do  that. 

Ms.  Boelter  asked  the  PAC  to  think  about  the  goals  and  suggested 
mailing  copies  to  Mr.  Brown  with  the  priorities  listed  by  individuals. 

The  Chair  said  a  rating  system  could  be  set  up  with  each  person  sending 
in  something  about  priorities,  but  that  the  biggest  problem  presently 
facing  the  Corporation  was  the  establishment  of  land  use. 

Mr.  Lombardi  said  that  there  are  things  that  will  have  to  be  put  in  to 

the  area  now  so  that  the  work  can  continue  and  asked  why  the  BRA  could 

not  take  the  information  it  already  had  from  the  PAC  and  come  back  with 
some  ideas. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  getting  the  onion  skin  out  and  using  it  to  refine 
the  PAC's  land  use  scheme.   The  maps  of  the  area  were  affixed  to  the 
wall  by  Mr.  Brown  and  the  PAC  scheme  set  up  for  members  to  indicate 
other  preferences  and  choices  than  those  already  listed. 

Mr.  Brown  talked  about  restaurant  and  shops  for  the  Pier  I  Shed  site 
indicated  by  the  PAC  scheme  and  asked  if  that  was  where  PAC  wanted 
those  uses. 

The  PAC  affirmed  that  position. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  about  the  location  of  a  fishing  pier. 


Ms.  Boelter  suggested  that  one  could  fish  on  the  bulkhead  between 
piers  one  and  three. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  suggested  having  a  double  decker  pier  on  the  Pier  One 
Shed  site  with  fishing  on  one  side. 

Mrs.  Christopher  asked  why  the  BRA  scheme  had  the  hotel  so  near 
Marginal  Street. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  it  was  just  a  broad  area  designated  by  the  PAC 
for  such  a  use  and  that  it  did  not  mean  that  the  use  would  take  up 
the  whole  area. 

Mrs.  Farnum  suggested  using  the  area  near  Pier  One  as  a  Fisherman's 
Wharf  and  allow  fishing  there. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  any  area  on  the  site  had  been  identified  as 
office  space. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said  that  an  area  within  the  Pier  I  site  had  been 
so  designated,  although  it  did  not  appear  on  the  scheme. 

Mr.  Warden,  turning  the  discussion  to  fishing,  said  the  Pier  I  Shed 
front  of  the  pier  was  too  close  to  the  main  channels  to  be  used 
for  fishing  and  that  an  area  for  that  purpose  should  be  designated. 

Mr.  Welch  said  that  was  why  the  PAC  had  opted  for  the  far  end  of 
the  site  for  the  active  marina  so  as  not  to  generate  conflicting 
uses. 

Mrs.  Christopher  expressed  her  opinion  that  the  PAC  should  not  get  so 
specific  concerning  land  use  and  that  the  PAC  should  move  on  from 
establishing  concern  over  fishing  sites. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  the  PAC  had  resolved  the  issue  of  where  office 
space  was  to  be  located. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said  that  another  story  could  be  placed  on  the  Pier  Shed 
for  that  purpose. 

The  Chair  said  that  such  a  possibility  existed,  but  reminded  the  PAC 
that  it  did  not  have  to  use  the  existing  building. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  Pier  I  site  could  be  put  to  multi-use  and 
explained  how  this  area  could  be  used  for  restaurants,  shops  and 
offices. 

The  Chair  then  asked  if  a  motion  to  express  that  office  space  be 
included  with  retail  space  was  possible. 

Ms.  Welch  so  moved,  Mrs.  DeFronzo  seconded,  and  the  motion  passed 
on  an  unanimous  voice  vote. 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  that  developers  be  allowed  to  decide  what  to  build 
on  the  site. 


Mr.  Brown  reiterated  the  PAC  desire  to  retain  the  pier  for  restaurants, 
shops  and  office  use,  and  see  what  the  developers  come  back  with  on 
that  suggestion. 

The  Chair  asked  the  group  to  get  down  to  further  business  and  suggested 
addressing  the  museum  issue  and  then  go  on  to  discussing  the  high-tech 
use. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  the  PAC  where  they  thought  an  appropriate  location 
would  be  for  the  museum  if  such  a  use  was  to  be  included. 

The  Chair,  asking  to  speak  as  a  member,  expressed  his  opinion  that 
the  museum  should  be  close  to  the  shops  and  restaurants. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  suggested  that  the  land  where  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel 
is  to  be  built  be  tied  into  the  museum. 

Mr,  Dorgan  called  attention  to  the  East  India  Museum  in  Salem  as  a 
good  example.   A  discussion  among  the  members  concerning  the 
difficulties  of  parking  at  that  museum  and  at  Pickering  Wharf  took 
place  with  Ms.  Welch  also  talking  about  the  placement  of  an  historic 
boat  replica  being  tied  into  the  museum. 

Mr.  Lombardi  said  that,  technically,  there  was  no  good  fishing  in 
the  area  with  all  the  boats  passing  through  and  that  the  area  taken 
up  by  a  boat  replica  would  not  interfere  with  fishermen. 

Mr.  Warden  said  that  boating  activity  in  that  area  would  preclude 
fishing  for  youth  and  for  the  elderly  who  enjoyed  fishing. 

Mr.  Welch  suggested  having  an  area  designated  for  fishing  and  asked 
that  the  PAC  not  get  further  bogged  down  on  that  issue. 

Mr.  Warden  said  he  wanted  it  stated  at  this  meeting  that  a  fishing 
site  would  be  a  part  of  any  development  plan. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  people  wouldn't  want  others  fishing  around  the 
retail  shops  and  restaurants.   Discussion  concerning  this  issue 
ensued. 

Ms.  Welch  moved  that  a  specific  area  be  designated  for  a  public 
fishing  area  somewhere  on  the  site. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  seconded  the  motion. 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  if  the  fishing  site  would  be  incorporated  into  a 
park  use. 

Ms.  Welch  said  it  could  be  --  that  the  pier  one  area  could  be  used, 
or  someplace  near  the  middle  of  the  site  --  that  she  was  not  concerned 
in  the  exact  placement  at  the  moment,  only  to  make  certain  that  such 
a  place  were  inclueed  in  land  use. 

Mr.  Dorgan  reminded  the  PAC  that  a  perfectly  good  fishing  pier  was 
only  300  yards  from  the  site  itself  that  could  be  used.   He  stated 


-5- 

his  opinion  that  the  MassPort  site  was  not  a  good  fishing  area  except 
once  a  year  when  the  blues  came  in. 

Mr.  Warden  differed  with  Mr.  Dorgan  on  this  saying  that  there  were 
lots  of  excellent  fish  in  the  area. 

The  Chair  then  moved  the  question  and  the  motion  to  designate  some 
area  for  fishing  passed  with  one  negative  vote. 

Mrs.  Christopher  said  that  East  Boston's  greatest  problem  is  unemploy- 
ment and  that  the  only  job  opportunities  being  created  so  far  were 
low  and  minimum  wage  jobs.   She  moved  that  an  amount  of  land  be  designated 
for  high-tech  industry. 

Mr.  Manning  seconded  the  motion. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  all  of  the  activities  so  far  planned  created 
job  opportunities. 

Mrs.  Christopher  said  all  were  minimum  wage  opportunities  such  as 
salesclerks,  hotel  maids,  and  others.   She  noted  that  even  the  job 
of  museum  curator  would  have  to  be  given  to  a  specialized  person  who 
would  probably  not  be  an  East  Boston  resident.   Mrs.  Christopher 
asked  why  the  PAC  would  not  give  young  people  a  chance  for  good  job 
opportunities  by  including  factories  like  Wang  and  Digital  on  the 
site. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  suggested  that  another  East  Boston  site  would  be  better 
for  Wang  and  that  the  waterfront  area  would  be  better  for  the  uses 
so  far  designed  by  the  PAC. 

Ms.  Welch  said  while  she  supported  Mrs.  Christopher's  concern  about 
jobs,  she  felt  that  there  were  better  sites  within  East  Boston  for 
high-tech  industry.   The  waterfront  area,  she  said,  has  beauty  and  an 
aesthetic  value  which  would  be  enhanced  by  activities  other  than 
a  Wang  factory.  This  other  land,  she  noted,  could  be  developed  for 
factories,  and  she  felt  the  high  value  land  under  consideration 
should  be  used  for  something  more  conducive  to  its  aesthetic  and 
waterfront  value  than  a  factory. 

Mr.  Dorgan  expressed  his  agreement  with  Mrs.  Christopher,  but  agreed 
with  Ms.  Welch  by  saying  that  there  were  better  places  for  factory 
development  than  right  on  the  Harbor. 

Mrs.  Christopher  withdrew  her  motion  agreeing  that  there  were  other 
locations  that  might  be  more  appropriate  for  such  a  use  and  saying 
that  her  only  concern  was  that  the  waterfront  area  not  be  used  for 
fishing  and  for  parks  only. 

The  Chair  asked  if  there  should  be  a  motion  for  reconsideration  on  the 
use  of  land  for  high-tech  industry. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  moved  that  high-tech  industry  be  ^ricken  from  the  land 
use  list. 


Ms.  Welch  seconded  the  motion  saying  that  some  of  the  office/retail 
space  could  be  considered  high- technology  industry  and  that  she  didn't 
want  to  eliminate  that  concept  from  the  list,  only  the  construction 
of  a  big  building  devoted  to  that  use. 

The  Chair  said  that  large  type  plant  industries  were  not  wanted  and 
that  the  high-tech  category  should  be  refined  to  include  office 
type  operations  only.   The  PAC  agreed. 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  if  the  PAC  had  considered  housing. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  according  to  the  PAC  list  of  acceptable  land 
uses,  housing  was  to  be  considered  for  the  site. 

Mr.  Rose  asked  what  kind  of  leases  and  what  kind  of  mortgages  people 
could  get  on  leased  land  and  what  bank  would  be  willing  to  give 
mortgages  where  the  land  was  only  leased  for  a  specific  amount  of 
time.   A  lengthy  discussion  concerning  mortgages  and  leased  land 
issues  then  occurred. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  suggested  eliminating  housing  from  the  list. 

Ms.  Boelter  said  that  currently  MassPort  can  only  give  out  25-year 
leases  and  had  not  ascertained  how  these  leases  could  be  extended 
beyond  a  forty-year  period. 

Mr.  Rose  suggested  that,  legally  and  economically,  housing  for  the 
site  was  infeasible. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  that  BRA  should  tell  PAC  if  that  is  so. 

Mr.  Brown  said  the  BRA  did  not  know  if  housing  were  possible  at  this 
time,  but  he  expressed  his  opinion  that  the  PAC  should  establish 
if  it  wanted  housing.   He  said  that  the  only  way  he  knew  how  to 
address  the  problem  was  for  the  PAC  to  say  it  would  accept  housing 
and  get  a  determination  if  it  could  be  done.   He  said  several 
people,  including  many  architects,  had  stated  that  the  site  is  a 
"dynamite  site"  for  such  construction  and  suggested  the  PAC  consider 
not  designating  a  particular  area  for  housing,  but  to  include  it  on 
the  list. 

This  issue  was  discussed  with  Ms.  Boelter  stating  that  developers, 
because  of  present  market  conditions,  would  not  be  interested  in 
building  housing  at  present. 

Mrs.  DeFronzo  asked  where  the  boat  storage  and  repair  area  would  be 
located. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  those  areas  be  included  by  the  active  marina. 

Mrs.  Farnum  said  she  was  still  interested  in  a  Fisherman's  Wharf 
which  could  be  a  casual  and  fun  place  to  go,  one  that  would  give  a  true 
feeling  of  the  water  to  visitors  who  would  come  from  far  inland  to 
the  site.   She  said  she  would  like  to  see  it  incorporated  on  the  pier 


next  to  Pier  One. 

Ms.  Welch  joined  with  Mrs.  Farnum  on  the  issue  saying  she  thought  it 
would  be  good  for  the  area  to  have  a  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  her  thought 
was  that  the  lobstermen  could  also  use  it  as  a  base  for  its 
activities. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  an  area  between  Piers  One  and  Four  should  be 
designated. 

Ms.  Welch  moved  that  a  Fisherman's  Wharf  be  incorporated  on  the 
site. 

The  Chair  stated  the  motion  by  Ms.  Welch  for  an  area  between  Piers 
One  and  Four  to  be  used  for  a  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  asked  if  there 
were  a  second  to  the  motion.   Mr.  Tauro  seconded  the  motion  which 
passed  unanimously  on  a  voice  vote. 

Ms.  Welch  then  asked  if  the  BRA  could  supply  pictures  of  the  San 
Francisco  Fisherman's  Wharf  for  PAC  use.   A  discussion  among  the 
PAC  Board  took  place  in  which  disagreement  was  indicated  on  the  placement 
and  activities  making  up  the  San  Francisco  Wharf. 

Mr.  Brown  said  the  PAC  had  addressed  the  stores,  the  marina,  a  fishing 
site  and  now  needed  to  discuss  active  and  passive  park  land.   He 
designated  one  such  passive  use,  the  linkage  between  the  area  and 
Lewis  Mall  as  identified  by  the  PAC  at  the  February  25  meeting. 

He  suggested  that  recreational  aspects  of  any  park  land  had  not 
been  discussed. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  there  could  be  open  park  land  near  the  wharf 
that  could  become  a  picnic  area. 

Mr.  Brown  said  there  could  be  passive  space  which  included  fishing 
space,  and  that  the  PAC  needed  to  have  more  of  a  sense  of  scale 
and  anticipated  park  activity. 

Mr.  Dorgan  asked  why  the  PAC  didn't  just  leave  the  scheme  the  way  it 
presently  was  until  further  drawings  could  be  made  with  the  new 
information  gathered  at  the  current  meeting. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  assumed  that  all  the  area  would  be  open  to  the  public. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  the  PAC  could  move  the  retail  and  shop  area  over 
and  add  indoor  recreation. 

A  discussion  about  the  community  center  and  chapel  took  place  with  members 

disagreeing  about  what  had  been  deleted  from  the  list  the  previous 

week. 

The  Chair  said  it  did  not  want  to  put  an  active  recreational  area 
near  the  restaurants. 

Mr. Brown   asked  if  the  PAC  were  to  keep  active  recreation  on  its  list 


that  it  would  have  to  tell  the  BRA  where  it  wanted  it  situated  and 
agree  on  what  types  of  active  uses  it  was  thinking  o£. 

Regarding  a  recreational  facility,  Mr.  Lombardi  asked  who 

would  build  it,  who  was  going  to  maintain  it,  and  said  the  PAC 

would  have  to  be  reasonable  because  it  would  be  asking  too  much 

of  contractors  to  provide  too  much  park  land  for  active  recreational 

use. 

Mrs.  Christopher  said  the  Fisherman's  Wharf  would  be  an  active 
recreation,  while  board  members  informed  her  that  by  active  the 
term  meant  football,  etc. 

Mr.  Brown  asked  if  the  PAC  was  asking  to  include  football,  tennis 
courts,  baseball  and  basketball  in  its  scheme. 

Ms.  Welch  moved  that  the  open  space  be  passive. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  seconded  the  motion  which  was  passed  on  unanimous  voice 
vote. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  the  parking  issues  be  left  to  BRA  discretion 
for  the  moment. 

Mr.  Dorgan  said  he  thought  the  PAC  should  wait  until  it  knew  what  was 
going  on  the  site  before  pressing  that  issue. 

Mr.  Brown  said  as  long  as  the  PAC  was  aware  that  parking  would 
have  to  be  provided  the  BRA  would  play  with  the  figures  and  land 
uses  designated  and  come  up  with  a  plan. 

Mr.  Lombardi  asked  if  the  BRA  could  give  the  PAC  an  idea  of  traffic 
patterns. 

Mr.  Brown  said  it  could  provide  some  data  about  traffic,  parking, 
etc. 

A  discussion  was  held  on  the  parking  issue  with  Mr.  Dorgan  expressing 
his  concern  that  too  much  parking  might  be  a  problem  on  the  site. 
Ms.  Welch  suggested  the  PAC  tell  the  BRA  it  wanted  to  provide  only 
minimum  parking  in  the  area. 

Mr.  Brown  said  he  would  like  to  take  the  information  received  at  the 
current  meeting  and  come  back  in  three  weeks  to  give  the  schemes  the 
BRA  could  develop  from  that  information  to  the  PAC.   He  also  told  the 
Board  that  the  model  was  complete  and  that  one  person  from  the  PAC 
had  come  by  to  view  it.   He  suggested  anyone  else  who  wished  to  see 
the  model  come  in  on  Friday,  March  12,  as  the  buildings  are  to  be 
glued  into  place  on  Monday.   The  model  will  be  available  for  the 
next  PAC  meeting. 

Mrs.  DeFronzo  asked  if  everything  were  not  completed  by  the  PAC  by 
July  if  the  land  would  be  taken  away. 

Mr.  Brown  expressed  his  concern  that  it  was  still  too  early  to  tell  that. 


The  Chair  asked  if  the  first  Thursday  in  April  would  be  suitable 
for  the  PAC's  next  meeting.   Mrs.  Ferullo  told  the  members  that  the 
date  was  April  1.   On  voice  vote,   it  was  established  that  the  next 
meeting  of  the  PAC  would  take  place  in  the  Pier  I  Shed  on  Thursday, 
April  1,  at  4:00  PM. 

Mr.  Tauro  moved  the  meeting  be  adjourned.  Mr.  Wardell  seconded  the 
motion  and  formal  adjournment  occurred  at  6:15  PM. 
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theatrical  theme  bar  is  in  some  sense 
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:        EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

FROM:      Jim  Rose,  Chairman 

SUBJECT; 

Attached  are  the  minutes  from  the  March  25  PAC  meeting. 

The  next  meeting  is  scheduled  for  Thursday,  April  22,  1982,  at 
4:00,  at  the  Pier  One  Shed. 


Attachment 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  CORPORATION  MEETING  OP  March  25,  1982 


PAC  MEMBERS 

Present 

Anna  DeFronzo 
Evelyn  Farnum 
Emilio  M.  Favorito 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Joseph  M.  Mara 
Mario  Umana 
Charles  Welch 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 

Absent 

Alice  Christopher 
George  DiLorenzo 
James  Dorgan 
Albert  Lombardi,  Jr, 
William  D.  Manning 
Jimmie  Rose 
Robert  Travaglini 
Benito  Tauro 
Joseph  Warden 


BRA 

William  Barbato 
Gary  Brown 
Rick  Shaklik 
Charles  Studen 


MASS  PORT 


Alice  Boelter 


GUESTS 

William  Ferullo 
Philip  Horowitz 
David  Kelsen 


Mr,  Brown  opened  the  meeting 
4:30  PM.   The  first  discussi 
been  devised  from  a  previous 
ideas,  Mr.  Brown  stated,  and 
from  them.   These  plans  were 
through  V,  were  attached  to 
Mr.  Brown  used  Shceme  II  to 
incorporated  the  location  of 
the  marina  and  museum  --all 
wanted  to  be  included  on  the 


of  the  PAC  in  the  Pier  One  Shed  at 

ons  centered  on  the  PAC  scheme  that  had 
meeting.   The  BRA  staff  had  taken  those 
had  made  up  five  other  plans  for  the  area 
committed  to  paper  and,  labeled  I 

the  wall  of  the  meeting  room  for  examination. 

indicate  the  manner  in  which  the  BRA  had 
various  retail  stores,  office  space, 

of  which  the  PAC  had  told  the  BRA  it 
site. 


Mr.  Brown  then  said  that  the  BRA  designers  had  analyzed  all 
five  schemes  and  had  devised  finer  renderings  for  the  site  which 
included  three  drawings  immediately  adjacent  to  schemes  ntimbered 
I  through  V,  and  subsequently  designated  for  record  keeping  purposes 
only  and  not  to  indicate  any  rank  ordering,  as  A,  B,  and  C.   These 
latter  drawings  were  highly  detailed  and  addressed  the  needs  for  the 
area,  including  parking,  which,  according  to  Mr.  Brown,  would  require 
a  great  deal  of  space  to  accommodate  people  using  the  area  as  the  PAC 
would  like. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  how  high  the  buildings  on  the  site  would  be. 

Mr.  Shaklik  answered  one  or  two  stories  high. 

Mr.  Brown  pointed  to  the  refined  renderings  and  indicated  an  area  of 
shoreline  that  had  been  carved  away  in  schemes  B  §  C  which  would  bring 
the  water  area  closer  to  the  abutting  neighborhood. 
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Ms.  Welch  noted  that  pier  four  was  eliminated  in  two  of  these  renderings. 

Mr.  Brown  said  this  had  been  done  to  show  how  the  area  might  be  more 
interestingly  developed  for  the  uses  devised  by  the  PAC.   He  also 
said  that  the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  area  was,  in  these  renderings,  to 
be  green  space. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  the  historical  boat,  which  the  PAC  has  said 
it  would  like  to  have  moored  in  the  area,  would  now  have  to  be 
relocated  to  the  other  side  of  pier  one  because  of  the  plans  that 
were  now  being  presented. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  in  the  C  scheme,  the  boatel  ends  up  as  a  high 
density  site  at  a  different  location  and  that,  in  answer  to  Mrs.  Ferullo 's 
question,  the  historical  boat  would  have  to  be  relocated  to  the 
other  side  of  the  pier. 

Mrs.  DeFronzo  asked  where  the  ferry  slips  were  going  to  be. 

Mr.   Brown  showed  an  area  on  the  map  to  the  members,  and  noted  that 
the  new  slip  was  very  close  to  the  old  one. 

Mr.  Favor ito  asked  what  the  height  of  the  housing  structure  in  the 
middle  of  the  site  would  be. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  where  the  green  space  would  be  in  the  housing 
area. 

Mr.  Brown  pointed  out  to  the  areas  on  the  schemes  indicated  in  green 
as  being  green  space. 

Mr.  Studen  pointed  out  an  area  of  green  space  between  the  retail  areas 
and  the  parking  areas  which  he  said  he  thought  could  be  glassed  over  to 
provide  an  interesting,  accessible  walkway  to  the  stores,  which  would 
have  greenery  in  it  to  provide  space  year  round. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  if  the  edges  of  the  piers  themselves  would  be  accessible 
to  the  public. 

Mr.  Brown  answered  that  they  would  be  because  the  entire  perimeter 
of  the  site  was  now  being  proposed  as  green  space. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  asked  if  the  ^AC  had  not  used  the  existing  pier  one  shed 
in  their  planning  and  why  the  BRA  had  disposed  of  it  in  two  of  the  ren- 
derings. 

Mr.  Brown  indicated  that  Scheme  A  retained  that  idea,  but  that  the 
designers  had  wanted  to  show  the  PAC  that  it  was  not  tied  to  retaining 
that  structure  --  that  it  could  be  removed  and  something  else  built 
in  its  place. 


There  was  some  discussion  concerning  the  three  renderings  which 
included   CC)  retail  shops/offices/housing  on  the  site,  CB)  museum, 
stores,  and  housing,  and  (A)museum,  a  boat  showroom,  a  sail  shop, 
and  nearly  all  marine  use  of  the  site. 

At  Mr.  Brown's  suggestion,  the  PAC  members  and  Mr.  Shaklik  and  Mr.  Studen 
then  approached  the  renderings  for  further  discussion  among  themselves 
and  to  offer  suggestions  for  further  refining  of  the  PAC's  required 
needs  and  wishes  for  the  site. 

Mr,  Favorito  asked  what  the  basic  configuration  of  the  area  would 
be  and  wanted  to  know  the  group  member's  preferences  concerning  the 
area.   The  informal  discussion  which  took  place  around  the  renderings 
and  the  large  wooden  scale  model  of  the  site  lasted  for  nearly  an 
hour.   At  this  point,  Mr.  Brown  asked  the  members  to  resume  their 
seats  and  asked  for  directions  from  the  PAC  of  what  it  would  want 
to  see  at  its  next  meeting.  He- asked  for  ideas  and  for  modifications 
to  all  three  plans.   He  then  asked  the  members  to  consider  which  of  the 
three  fine  renderings  the  group  like  the  best,   Mr.  Brown  expressed 
his  opinion  that  (A)  was  bland  and  lacked  the  excitement  for  the  area 
that  the  PAC  had  desired  in  their  previous  talks  about  the  site,  and  that" 
Plan  C  was  very  exciting,  but  also  very  expensive. 

Ms.  Welch  said  she  liked  Plan  B  best,  because  Plan  C  was  too 
expensive  to  even  think  about. 

Mr. Brown,  in  answer  to  a  question  about  the  hotel,  indicated  that 
the  hotel  on  Plan  C  was  a  600-room,  9-story  building.   He  cited 
costs  for  implementing  Plan  B  as  being  estimated  at  $70  million,  with 
an  annual  tax  generation  of  $2  million  and  instigating  the  creation 
of  about  1200  jobs.   Plan  C,  he  said  would  cost  an  estimated 
$256  million  in  development  costs,  would  allow  an  annual  tax  revenue 
of  $8  million,  and  create  9,000  jobs  for  the  area. 

Mr.  Brown  said  the  PAC  could  play  with  a  combination  of  plans  B  and 
C  and  come  back  to  the  BRA  with  their  ideas. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  questioned  whether  fishing  areas  could  be  added  at 
the  end  of  the  proposed  development  closest  to  Maverick  Square  so 
that  people  from  her  neighborhood  would  not  have  to  walk  too  far  to 
fish.   Mr.  Brown  said  that  it  was  possible,  but  suggested  that  if 
restaurants  and  pedestrian  walkways  were  placed  in  that  area,  it 
would  probably  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  area  if  fishers 
were  baiting  hooks  and  swinging  poles  there. 

Mr. Brown  then  talked  about  the  large  wooden  scale  model  and  showed  ^ 
the  manner  in  which  the  blocks  of  wood  could  be  moved  to  project 
future  land  use  in  the  MassPort  site.   A  discussion  among  the  PAC 
members  then  took  place  with  Mr.  Brown  stating  that  the  area  nearer 
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the  Third  Harbor  Tunnel  seemed  to  be  the  best  place  for  putting  the 

taller  buildings  so  that  residential  views  of  the  sea  would  not  be 

blocked.   He  asked  if  anyone  had  considered  how  they  would  like  the 
Rockies  to  be  developed. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  her  feeling  was  that  the  Rockies  should  be  a 
terraced  park  area. 

Mr.  Brown  suggested  that  some  kind  of  document  about  the  area  and  the- 
PAC  work  should  be  developed  for  the  PAC  to  distribute  at  meetings 
and  to  the  media. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  why  East  Boston  had  no  posters  made  up  by  the  BRA 
similar  to  those  advertising  Dorchester  and  South  Boston  and  the 
Beacon  Hill  areas. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  one  had  been  in  the  process  of  being  fabricated, 
but  that  with  new  fiscal  constraints,  it  had  never  been  printed  for 
mass  distribution. 

Ms.  Welch  said  that  there  should  be  a  poster  and  that  one  would  be  a 
nice  way  to  advertise  the  project. 

Mr.  Brown  said  he  could  check  to  see  what  could  be  done  in  this 
area.   Mr.  Studen  suggested  that  photographs  of  the  wood  model  could 
be  taken,  to  be  used  for  the  poster. 

Mr.  Brown  then  asked  the  PAC  when  and  if  it  wanted  to  hold  a  public 
meeting  for  the  residents  of  East  Boston  to  be  brought  up-to-date 
on  the  corporation's  plans. 

Ms.  Welch  answered  that  a  Jeffries  Point  meeting  should  be  held 
very  soon.  She  said  that  people  in  the  area  would  have  to  talk 
about  the  traffic  and  its  impacts  on  that  area.  She  said,  too, 
that  people  in  the  area  are  very  concerned  about  the  traffic 
problem  and  suggested  that  the  presentation  to  that  group  would 
have  to  be  flexible  in  nature,  with  more  than  one  idea  presented 
for  them  to  look  at. 

Mr.  Brown  said  that  the  BRA  could  begin  working  up  some  documents 
to  be  handed  out  at  the  meeting. 

Ms.  Welch  asked  if  something  could  be  incorporated  into  the  handout 
about  the  area  itself,  and  then  slides  be  made  so  that  they  could 
be  screened  for  people  at  meetings. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said  she  would  like  to  see  something  about  jobs  being 
generated  in  the  area  by  the  proposed  development  included  in 
any  documents . 

Mr.  Brown  said  the  BRA  could  do  a  rough  draft  of  what  tlie  PAC  was 
proposing  and  give  it  to  the  PAC  members  for  refining. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  said  such  a  handout  should  include  goals,  issues  and 
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priorities  established  by  the  PAC. 

Mr.  Brovm  answered  that  while  he  thought  a  meeting  was  a  necessity 
and'  an  important  one  to  hold,  that  the  PAC  should  avoid  going  too 
public  with  so  many  different  ideas  because  then  the  corporation  might' 
find  itself  pushed  back  to  square  one  in  order  to  incorporate  other 
community  ideas.   He  suggested  that  the  best  thing  to  do  would  be 
for  the  PAC  to  have  a  defensible  plan  to  present  at  the  meeting  and 
to  tell  the  audience  that  it  was  time  for  a  community  update  on 
what  the  PAC  was  doing. 

Mrs.  Farnum  asked  how  soon  plans  could  be  had  that  would  reflect  the 
sense  of  the  ideas  presented  at  the  current  meeting. 

Mr.  Studen  said  it  would  take  a  couple  of  weeks. 

Mrs.  Ferullo  directed  a  question  to  Ms.  Boelter,  asking  if  the 

PAC  went  ahead  in  its  plans  if  there  was  something  that  MassPort  would 

agree  to  more  than  another  plan. 

Ms. Boelter  answered  that  a  lot  would  depend  on  the  cost  of  the  proposed 
project.   She  said  that  the  schemes  in  which  the  shoreline  was 
changed  would  cost  a  great  deal  and  stated  her  belief  that  the  concept 
of  the  PAC's  development  plans  would  now  certainly  be  considered 
by  MassPort  because  there  was  now  something  worth  "chewing  on". 

Mrs.  Ferullo  then  asked  when  the  PAC  should  plan  its  next  meeting. 

Mr.  Brown  said  it  would  take  the  BRA  at  least  two  weeks  for  the 
model  to  be  prepared  and  that  three  weeks  would  be  really  necessary 
for  everything,  including  the  docviments,  to  be  prepared.   He  suggested 
that  the  PAC  might  try  to  meet  on  April  15,  in  two  weeks.   He  said 
when  the  notice  of  the  next  meeting  came  out,  if  that  date  had  to  be 
changed,  he  would  notify  the  PAC.   Mr.  Brown  also  said  he  would 
informally  distribute  documents  for  consideration  of  PAC  to  use  at 
an  open  meeting. 

The  informally  called  meeting  adjourned  at  5:58  PM. 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:        East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee 
FROM:       Jim  Rose,  Chairman 
SUBJECT:    April  1,  1982,  PAC  MEETING 


The  next  meeting  o£  the  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee  will  be 
at  the  Pier  One  Shed  at  4:00  on  April  1,  1982. 

At  this  meeting,  nominations  and  election  of  a  new  member  to  replace 
Pat  Rosa  will  take  place. 

The  agenda  will  also  include  an  analysis  of  our  preliminary  land  use 
scheme  by  the  BRA. 


PAC  MEETING  -  April  22,  1982 

Members  Present  Members  Absent 

Mary  Ellen  Welch  Jim  Rose 

Anna  DeFronzo  William  Manning 

George  DiLorenzo  Lucy  Ferullo 

Charles  Welch  Emilio  Favorito 

Evelyn  Farnum  Alice  Christopher 

Jim  Dorgan  Al  Lombardi 

Joseph  Mara 

Staff  Benny  Tauro 

Bob  Travaglini 

Alice  Boelter  Joseph  Wardell 

Rick  Shaklik  Mario  Umana 
Charles  Studen 


1.  The  PAC  discussed  the  basic  schemes  posted  on  the  wall. 

2.  PAC  worked  with  the  wooden  model  and  talked  about  the  various 
possible  configurations  and  how  the  density  and  height  related  to 
Jeffries  Point  and  Maverick  Square. 

3.  PAC  decided  to  seek  methods  of  getting  active  shipping  (cruise 
ships,  etc.)  to  be  incorporated  as  part  of  the  Plan. 

4.  Adjourned  6:15  PM. 


Boston 

Redevelopment 

Authority 

May  21,    1982 


Mr.    Jim  Rose 

43   lifhite   Street 

East   Boston,    MA        02128 

Dear  Jim: 

It  has  been  several  weeks  since  the  East  Boston  Project  Advisory 
Committee  has  met.   I  think  it  is  important  the  BRA  staff  be  prepared 
to  bring  all  of  the  members  up  to  date  on  the  current  status  of  the 
project.   I  would,  therefore,  suggest  that  you  consider  calling 
a  meeting  within  the  next  three  weeks. 

Those  members  of  the  Committee  who  have  been  in  regular  attendance 
during  the  past  few  meetings  are  iware  of  the  recent  work  which 
has  been  carried  out.   A  series  of  alternative  plans  was  prepared 
and  discussed  with  the  Committee  on  a  number  of  occasions.   I  believe 
that  these  plans  reflected,  as  far  as  possible,  the  goals  and  ob- 
jectives which  were  discussed  by  the  Committee  some  time  ago.   We 
have  refined  several  of  these  alternative  plans,  and  we  feel  that 
it  is  appropriate  that  these  be  reviewed  again  with  the  Committee, 
and  that  we  move  quickly  into  the  next  phase  of  this  planning 
effort. 

There  are  several  items  which  we  would  like  to  present  to  the  Committee 
at  the  next  meeting: 

1.  Alternative  Plans  -  Review  of  the  four  alternative  development 
plans,  an  analysis  of  their  impact  on  and  benefit  to  the  community 
in  terms  of  traffic,  jobs,  land  uses,  etc. 

2.  Interim  Report  -  Review  of  an  interim  report  which  summarizes 

the  activities  of  the  PAC  to  date,  and  summarizes  the  four  alternative 
development  plans. 

3.  Progress  Report  to  MassPort  -  Under  the  terms  of  the  Agreement 
between  MassPort  and  the  BRA,  the  BRA  is  required  to  submit  a 
progress  report  to  MassPort  reporting  on  BRA  and  PAC  activities. 
The  staff  is  completing  this  report  for  review  with  the  Committee. 
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4.   Site  Analysis  Report  -  Also  under  the  terms  of  the  Agreement 
between  MassPort  and  the  BRA,  the  BRA  is  required  to  prepare  a  report 
analyzing  the  available  information  regarding  the  site  and  analyzing 
other  aspects  of  the  site.   The  staff  is  completing  this  report  for 
review  with  the  Committee. 

I  would  like  to  emphasize  at  this  point  that  we  are  hoping  that  a 
consensus  can  be  reached,  not  on  a  single,  final  development  plan, 
at  this  time,  but  rather  agree  that  the  alternatives  which  have  been 
developed  and  analyzed  represent  our  best  thinking  to  date  and 
represent  options  which: (a)  should  be  discussed  with  the  broader 
community,  and  (b)    should  be  further  refined. 

Our  ultimate  goal,  as  you  know,  is  for  the  Committee  to  reach  a 
final  consensus  on  a  single  development  plan  which  we  jointly  believe 
to  be  in  the  best  interests  of  the  community,  the  City  of  Boston 
and  MassPort.   However,  it  is  premature  to  assume  we  are  yet 
able  to  do  this. 

The  distribution  of  a  PAC  approved  Interim  Report  would  solidify 
the  thoughts  of  the  members  and,  we -feel,  enable  all  of  us  to  move 
forward.   It  should  also  give  the  PAC  something  tangible  to  work 
from  as  the  planning  process  continues. 

Sincerely, 


Philip  Zeigler 
Planning  Director 


East  Boston 
Protect  Advisory 
Committee,  Inc 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:       East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee 

FROM:     Jim  Rose 

SUBJECT:   NEXT  MEETING  OF  THE  EAST  BOSTON  PAC 

THURSDAY,  June  10  -  4:00  -  PIER  ONE  SHED,  EAST  BOSTON 


I  am  requesting  your  attendance  at  a  special  meeting  of  the  East 
Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee  to  be  held  on  Thursday,  June  10, 
at  4:00  PM  in  the  Pier  One  Shed. 

For  your  information,  I  have  enclpsed  a  letter  which  I  received 
recently  from  the  BRA  concerning  the  current  status  of  the  East  Boston 
Pier  project. 

It  is  extremely  important  that  you  make  every  effort  to  attend  this 
meeting.   I  believe  that  we  are  approaching  several  significant  mile- 
stones in  terms  of  our  discussions,  and  it  is  imperative  that  all  members 
of  the  Committee  participate  in  reviewing  our  progress  to  date,   and 
discuss  the  next  phases  of  this  undertaking. 

AGAIN,  I  WOULD  LIKE  TO  EMPHASIZE  THE  IMPORTANCE  OP  YOUR  ATTENDANCE  AT 
THIS  SPECIAL  MEETING  ON: 

THURSDAY,  JUNE  10  -  4:00  -  PIER  ONE  SHED 


Enclosure 
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Post  Office  Box  185.   East  Boston,  Massachusetts.   02128^185 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 

June  10,  198  2 

AGENDA 


1.  Chairman's  Remarks 

2.  Report  from  the  BRA  Staff 

a.  Report  on  material  BRA  is  required 
to  submit  to  MassPort 

-  Progress  Report  9/81  -  1/82 

-  Progress  Report  1/82  -  6/82 

-  Site  Analysis  Report 

b.  Interim  Report  on  East  Boston  Harborside 

-  Introductory  Remarks 


-  Site  Analysis  Summary  and 

Review  of  Alternative  Development 
Concepts 


Actions  Recommended  for  Committee 
and  Next  Steps 


3.  Other  Business 

4,  Adjournment 


Jim  Rose 
4:00  -  4:15 

Gary  Brovm 
4:15  -  4:30 


Phil  Zeigler  § 
Gary  Brown 
4:30  -  4:45 

Charles  Studen. 
Rick  Shaklik, 
Gary  Brown  § 
Phil  Zeigler 
4:45  -  5:15 

Phil  Zeigler  § 
Gary  Brown 
5:15  -  5:30 

Jim  Rose 
5:30  -  5:45 

Jim  Rose 
6:00 


EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  CORPORATION 

Meeting  of  June  10,  1982 

MEMBERS: 

For  the  East  Boston  PAC 

Present 

Anna  DeFronzo 
George  DiLorenzo 
Al  Lombard! 
Jim  Rose 
Lucy  Ferullo 
Mary  Ellen  Welch 
Bob  Travaglini 
William  Manning 
Emilio  Favorito 
Benny  Tauro 
Joseph  Mara 
Alice  Christopher 
Charlie  Welch 
Evelyn  Farnum 

Absent 


For  the  BRA 

Phil  Zeigler 
Gary  Brown 
Rick  Shaklik 
Charles  Studen 

For  MassPort 

Alice  Boelter 

Guests /Ob servers 

William  Ferullo 
David  Kelson 


Judge  Mario  Umana 
Joseph  Warden 
James  Dorgan 


A  meeting  of  the  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee  (PAC)  was 
held  at  MassPort  Pier  I,  East  Boston  on  June  10.  The  meeting  was 
called  to  order  at  4:15  PM  by  Chairman  Jim  Rose. 

At  the  suggestion  of  Chairman  Rose,  a  motion  was  made  and  carried 
to  adopt  the  minutes  of  the  last  meeting. 

The  first  order  of  business  was  introduced  by  Mr.  Rose,  who 
commented  on  the  four  alternative  layout  plans  on  display  that  were 
compiled  by  the  BRA  from  the  discussions  of  PAC  to  date  (Plans,  A,  B, 
C  §  D) .  Each  plan  was  represented  by  two  drawings,  an  illustrative 
drawing  showing  detailed  site  layout  and  a  more  general  diagramatic 
drawing.   Mr.  Rose  emphasized  strongly  that  none  of  these  plans 
represented  any  final  decisions,  and  the  discussions  of  the  alterna- 
tive plans  did  not  lock  the  Committee  into  any  permanent  decisions. 
Rose  then  turned  the  meeting  over  to  Gary  Brown  of  the  BRA  to  present 
a  briefing  on  the  four  plans. 


Mr.  Brown  first  advised  the  Committee  that  the  BRA  was  submitting 
a  progress  report  to  MassPort  under  the  terms  of  the  BRA/MPA 
Agreement  and  that  the  members  had  most  of  the  documents  included 
in  the  report.   Those  they  did  not  have  were  distributed.   The 
report  was  in  two  parts  covering  the  period  from  August  to  January 
and  a  subsequent  status  report  from  January  to  date.   The  two-part 
report  included  PAC's  activities  and  progress  up  to  the  present 
time. 

Mr.  Brown  further  advised  the  Committee  that  a  site  analysis  report 
had  also  been  prepared  for  the  PAC  and  would  also  be  submitted  to 
MassPort.   Copies  of  this  report  were  distributed  to  the  PAC 
members. 

With  an  additional  report  entitled  the  East  Boston  Harborside  Interim 
Report,  the  present  requirements  will  be  fulfilled  with  regard  to 
reporting  to  MassPort.   Mr.  Brown  says  by  July  1  and  in  future 
stages  it  can  be  clearly  shown  that  progress  has  been  made  with  the 
PAC. 

Lucy  Ferullo  asked  if  the  reports  required  a  MassPort  Board  vote. 
It  was  explained  that  the  nature  of  the  reports  did  not  require 
a  formal  vote. 

At  this  point,  Charles  Studen  from  the  BRA  presented  to  the  Committee 
summaries  of  each  plan.   The  four  plans  were  reached  by  combining 
and  altering  the  six  to  eight  prior  plans  discussed.   Each  of  the 
four  plans  have  certain  aspects  in  common. 

The  site  itself,  in  general,  has  unique  qualities  along  with 

acknowledged  limitations.   Studen  listed  the  positive  qualities 

including  the  fact  that  the  site  is  vacant  and  open  requiring 

no  demolition,  possesses  extensive  water  frontage,  and  is  located 

close  to  Downtown,  the  airport  and  public  transportation.   Additionally, 

the  Pier  I  Building  contains  200,000  square  feet  of  usable  space. 

The  site"  enjoys  a  "spectacular"  view  of  the  harbor  and  skyline. 

The  limitations  include  the  poor  condition  of  the  piers,  potential 

conflicts  with  surrounding  commercial  developments,  relatively 

poor  vehicular  access,  federal  housing  guidelines  with  respect 

to  noise  levels  and  possible  FAA  involvement  with  respect  to 

structure. 

Mr.  Zeigler  reviewed  at  this  point  basic  land  uses  similar  in  all 
four  plans  such  as  the  inclusion  of  a  marina,  hotel,  boatel,  office 
space,  parking,  restaurant  facilities.   The  main  differences  arise 
in  the  various  density  schemes,  investment  potential  and  income 
potential,  traffic  generation  and  tax  revenues.   The  differences 
are  what  should  be  focused  upon.   The  higher  density  plans  (more 
developed)  potentially  produce  more  jobs,  greater  tax  return  to 
the  City,  greater  lease  income  for  MassPort;  higher  traffic  levels 
would  also  accompany  higher  density  plans. 
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Mary  Ellen  Welch  advocated  the  inclusion  of  drawings  of  large 
boats  in  the  schemes  to  emphasize  water-dependent  uses. 

George  DiLorenzo  voiced  a  concern  to  explore  the  issues  of 
handicapped  access.   This  along  with  related  subjects  will  be  dis- 
cussed in  future  stages  of  the  development  process.   Chairman  Rose 
stated  once  a  final  plan  is  agreed  upon,  committees  will  be  formed 
for  these  purposes. 

Alice  Christopher  and  Benny  Tauro  brought  up  questions  on  public 
access  and  resident  approval.   Mr.  Tauro  further  inquired  if  the 
BRA  had  done  studies  on  traffic.   Chariman  Rose  answered  that  as 
far  as  resident  approval,  the  public  hearing  process  has  not  been 
planned  as  yet,  but  will  be  a  subject  soon  to  be  discussed. 

Benny  Tauro  further  inquired  into  the  status  of  investment  interest. 
Mr.  Zeigler  answered  that  at  this  point  nothing  concrete  can  be 
committed.   Chairman  Rose  said  the  process  is  still  at  a  young 
stage  and  solid  answers  cannot  be  offered  at  this  point. 

It  was  a  consensus  of  the  membership  that  public  meetings  must  now 
be  planned.   The  community  should  now  be  offered  concrete  information 
and  status  reports  of  the  Committee's  activities  and  progress. 
A  discussion  then  ensued  regarding  presentation  (all  eight  maps  or 
just  the  four  illustrative,  etc.) 

Emilio  Favorito  then  inquired  whether  a  motion  should  then  be 
made  regarding  the  report  incorporating  the  maps  and  activities 
to  date  of  the  Committee  so  that  the  next  stage  of  the  development 
process  may  begin.   The  motion  was  made  that  the  East  Boston 
Project  Committee  agrees  "in  principle"  with  the  report  as 
presented  by  the  BRA.   The  motion  was  seconded  and  carried. 

Bob  Travaglini  warned  that  time  in  general  is  running  short  and 
a  decision  must  be  made.   Chairman  Rose  suggested  that  perhaps 
major  community  groups  should  be  asked  first.   George  Manning 
felt  it  should  be  advertised  at  large.   Mary  Ellen  Welch  felt 
small  meetings  may  have  value.   Alice  Christopher  felt  a  format 
must  be  designed.   Bob  Travaglini  felt  it  should  be  concentrated 
on  the  immediate  community  first  as  a  major  target  area.   A 
second  meeting  could  branch  out.   Emilio  Favorito  felt  the 
Committee  should  not  just  meet  with  groups,  but  with  the 
neighborhood  in  general. 

Lucy  Ferullo  made  and  amended  a  motion  which  would  include 
group  presentations  if  requested  and  to  hold  community-wide 
meetings.   The  motion  with  amendment  was  seconded  and  carried. 
Evelyn  Farnum  commented  on  publicity. 

Chairman  Rose  then  suggested  that  a  Format  Committee  be  organized 
to  present  to  the  Committee  a  suggested  format  with  which  to 
present  the  reports  to  the  community.   A  motion  was  made,  seconded 
and  carried  to  appoint  Lucy  Ferullo,  Mary  Ellen  Welch  and  Alice 
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Christopher  to  present  a  format  to  be  discussed  at  the  next 
meeting. 

A  motion  was  made  that  the  next  meeting  be  held  June  24.   Seconded 
and  carried.   The  possibility  of  holding  it  in  Charlestown  was 
suggested.   Members  will  be  notified. 

There  was  no  further  business.   A  motion  was  made,  seconded  and 
carried  to  adjourn.   The  meeting  was  adjourned  at  5:45  PM. 
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East  Boston 
Project  Advisory 
Committee,  Inc. 


MEMORANDUM 

TO:        EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  COMMITTEE 
FROM:      Jim  Rose 

SUBJECT:   PAC  MEETING  SCHEDULED  FOR  June  24,  198  2 
NOTE:   CHANGE  OF  MEETING  TIME 


The  next  meeting  of  East  Boston  Project  Advisory  Committee  will 
be  held  on  June  24,  1982. 

The  agenda  includes  a  tour  of  the  Charlestown  Navy  Yard  and  dis- 
cussion of  the  format  that  the  PAC  wants  to  adopt  for  broadening 
citizen  review  and  comment  on  the  work  we  have  done  to  date. 

Unfortunately,  attempts  to  get  a  boat  to  take  us  from  East 
Boston  have  not  been  successful,  so  a  car  pool  means  of  trans- 
portation will  have  to  be  used. 

Our  tour  of  the  Navy  Yard  has  been  scheduled  to  begin  at 
Dry  Dock  two  (II)   at  4:00,  so  it  is  important  that  we  As s emb 1 e 
at  the  Pier  I  Shed  in  East  Boston  No  Later  than  5:50.   Those 
PAC  members  who  would  find  it  more  convenient  to  go  directly 
to  Charlestown  should  feel  free  to  do  so;*"keep  your  fingers 
crossed  for  good  weather. 

The  minutes  of  the  last  meeting  (June  10,  1982)  are  enclosed  for 
your  review,  as  is  a  revised  printing  of  the  Interim  Report  approved 
at  that  meeting. 


Enclosures 

*  Dry  Dock  Two  (II)  is  just  beyond  the  second  gate.  The  first 

gate  you  should  enter  through  is  the  one  to  the  U.S.S.  Constitution. 
(  If  you  are  driving  the  guard  will  let  you  through.) 


Post  Office  Box  185,   East  Boston,  Massachusetts,   02128-0185 
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ATTACHMENT  II:    EAST  BOSTON  PROJECT  ADVISORY  C0M^4ITTEE 

FINANCIAL  AND  TECHNICAL  TOOLS;  DEVELOPMENT  PROCESS 


COMMERCIAL  TAXATION  UNPER  PROPOSITION  Ih   AMD  CLASS in CATION 
2%  X  150%  -  3.75% 


TAXES 


Office 


10,000  Square  Feet 
_$ 70 /Square  Feet 


$700,000  Total  Development  Cost 
X  3.75  % 
»$  26,250  Annual  Property  Taxes 


Hotel 


10,000  Square  Feet 
f  500  Square  Feet/Room 
»      20  Rooms 
X  $70,000/Room 
$1,400,000 
X  3.75  % 
=  $52,500  Prop.  Taxes 


Retail 


10,000  Square  Feet 
Same  as  Office  (Essentially) 
-  $52,500  Prop.  Taxes 


Industrial 


10,000  Sqtiare  Feet 

X  $   45 
$450,000 

X  3.75  % 
$  16,875  Prop.  Taxes 


Warehousing 


10,000  Square  Feet 
X  $  30 


$300,000 

X  3.75  % 


$  11,250  Prop.  Taxes 


Residential  Rental  10,000  Sqxiare  Feet 
r  1.000/Unit 
10     Units 
x$50,000 
$500,000 
X  1.70  % 


»$  8,500  Prop.  Taxes 


Condominiums  probably  cannot  be  built  on  the  Piers 
unless  the  lease  term  can  be  extended  to  100  years 
(we  understand  the  present  agreement  with  Massport 
alludes  to  40-50  year  lease  terms) . 


» 


JOBS 


Office 


Hotel 


PAYROLL 
PER  WORKER 

TOTAL 
PAYROLL 

10,000  Square  Feet 
X  .90  Efficiency 

9,000  Rentable 
■;-  220  Sqtiare  Feet/Worker 
41  Permanent  Jobs 

$12,000/yT. 

$492,000 

10,000  Square  Feet 

T     500  Square  Feet/Room 

20  Rooms 
f  1.7  Rooms /Worker 
=»   12  Permanent  Jobs 


$  8, 000-$ 10, 000 


$120,000 


Retail 


10,000  Square  Feet 
X  .80  Efficiency 


8,000  Square  Feet 
r  400  Square  Feet/Worker 
■   20  Permanent  Jobs 


$  8, 000-$ 10, 000 


$200,000 


Industrial 


10,000  Square  Feet 
X  .80  Efficiency 

8,000  Square  Feet 
f  500  Square  Feet/Worker 
■   16  Permanent  Jobs 


$14,000 


$224,000 


Warehousing 


10,000  Sqtiare  Feet 
X  .90  Efficiency 

9,000  Square  Feet 
fl,000  Square  Feet/Worker 
=    9  Permanent  Jobs 


$  8, 000-$ 10, 000 


$  90,000 


Housing 


10,000  Square  Feet 
X  .90  Efficiency 

9,000  Square  Feet 
fl,000/Unlt 
9  nnits 

f 1  Worker  Per  20  Units 

■^    ^  Job 


$  8, 000-$ 10, 000 


$  5,000 


F.A.R   (Floor  Area  Ratio)  is  a  means  to 
defining  the  height  and  bulk  of  a  building 
on  a  given  parcel  of  land.   Each  of  the 
diagrams  below  conforms  to  an  F.A.R.  of  2. 


2  Floors  built 
on  the  total 
land  area  of 
the  parcel 


4  Floors  built 
on  %  the  total 
land  area  of 
the  parcel 


8  Floors  built 
on  k.   the  total 
land  area  of 
the  parcel 


Ordinarily,  the  area  of  land  which  is  not 
built  upon  must  remain  open  space.   The 
nature  of  that  open  space  (parking,  grass 
trees,  kiosks,  cafes,  brick  plaza  etc.) 
is  up  to  the  PAC  to  formulate  as  part  of 
its  design  and  development  guidelines. 


Another  option  is  to  allow  a  Developer  to 
exceed  the  F.A.R.  and  to  force  him  to  build 
a  marina  or  museum  or  whatever  for  that 
right  to  build  a  bigger  building.   You  would 
only  pursue  this  option  if  you  couldn't  get 
the  developer  to  build  the  marina  without 
giving  anything  away. 


THE  BOSTON  REDEVELOPMEflT 
AUTTiORlTf  REQUESTS 

LETTSS  OF  INTSEST 
for  tfie  deveiopment  of 

P-amsi  D-10 

IN  THE  QOWNTaWN/WATiaFHQNT 

FaNEUlL  HALi 

URBAN  BE}JEWAL  PIAH 


The  aoaton  fledaveioomefit  Autftonty  is  now  at-fenng  Parcai  0->0 
(bounded  ay  Commercjai  Street,  Jonn  Fitzgerald  Exoreasway, 
and  Slate  Street)  in  trie  Oowntown/Watertront  Faneuil  Hall 
Uroan  flerewai  Area  under  a  long  term  lease  agreement  witn  tne 
aoston  aedeveiooment  Autnorty. 

The  site,  across  tne  street  from  Faneuii  Mail  MarKetniaca.  con- 
tains 70.300  square  feet  of  land.  Muiti-^eveied  retail  witn  office 
soaca  aoove  are  tne  preferred  aeveiooment  uses. 

Oe/E-CPS?  pecFOSALS  MUST  SS  SUSMrTTcD  SY 

FOR  FURTHS-^  INFORMATION 

inc:uc:ng 

SuOmtssion  Seouirements 

and 

Oeveiooment/Cesign  Guidelines 

interested  deveiooers  snouio  send  a  cneck'for  S50. 

wnicn  IS  non-^-efuncaoie  to: 

Hooert  J.  Ryan.  Director 

Boston  fledeveiooment  Autnonty 

1  City  Mail  Souare 


Bosasn  fledavetopment  Autfwnty 


DESIGN  AND  DEVELOPMENT  GUIDELINES 


V.^r^ 


Boston 

Redevelopment 

Authority 


JUNE  15,   1981 


PROCEDURES  FOR  THE  DISPOSITION  OF  THE  PARCEL 


The  overriding  standard  to  be  employed  by  the  Authority  in  analyzing 
development  proposals  is  the  determination  of  maximum  benefit  to  the  City. 
The  demonstrated  experience,  skill  and  financial  strength  of  the 
development/design  team  is  the  most  significant  criteria. 

The  Authority's  review  will  be  in  three  stages:  " 

1.  Evaluation  of  the  Letters  of  Interest  and  first-stage  developer 
submissions  as  outlined  below. 

2.  In  the  second  stage,  development  teams  which  are,  in  the  opinion  of 
the  Authority,  qualified  for  further  consideration,  will  be  invited 
to  make  further  detailed  submission. 

3.  In  the  third  stage,  the  finalists  will  then  be  asked  to  prepare  a  full 
architectural  and  financial  submission. 

At  any  time,  the  Authority  may  request  additional  information  from  any 
developer.  It  should  be  emphasized,  however,  that  models  will  not  be 
accepted  until  Stage  3  of  the  review  process  and  will  not  be  accepted  in  the 
Stage  I  July  15  submission. 


Ciw  Hull  Scucre 
BcsTcn.  ViGsscc-njseTts  02201 


For  the  first  stage,  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority  requests  that  the 
developer  submits,  no  later  than  5  P.M.  on  July  15,  1981,  to  Robert  J.  Ryan, 
Director^  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority,  City  Hall,  Room  925,  One  City  Hall 
Square,  Boston,  Mass.  02201: 

1.  Letter  of  Interest,  the  developer  submission,  and  $5,000  check,  drawn  up 
to  the  order  of  or  assigned  to  the  Boston  Redevelopment  Authority.  The 
Authority  is  under  no  obligation  to  earn  interest.  $1,000  of  the  fee 
will,  be  retained  by  the  Authority  for  the  processing  of  the  submission. 
However,  the  remaining  $4,000  deposit  shall  be  returned  promptly  to  any 
unsuccessful  applicants. 

2.  Legal  and  Financial  Qualifications  Information,  Developers  should  submit 
completed  HUD  form  H-6004,  Redeveloper' s  Statement  for  Public 
Information,  and  Statement  of  Qualifications  and  Financial 
Responsibility. 

3.  Information  on  the  type  of  development  proposed,  including  proposed 
use{s),  preliminary  cost  estimate,  and  gross  and  net  rentable  floor 
area  in  square  feet.  In  addition,  estimates  for  rents,  real  estate 
taxes,  and  land  lease  payment  should  be  on  a.  net  rentable  per  square 
foot  basis.  The  Authority  wishes  to  advise  applicants  that  there 
will  be  a  substantial  annual  land  Tease  payment  established  by  the 
BRA  and  competitive  with  the  private  market  for  this  type  of  property. 
Developers  will  be  advised  of  the  minimum  land  lease  amount;  however, 
except  for  imputed  figures  to  be  included  in  your  preliminary  financing 
cost  estimates,  the  land  lease  payment  is  not  an  element  of  this  initial 
first  stage  developer  submission.  The  development  will  be  assessed  and 
taxed  by  the  City  of  Boston  under  normal  real  estate  assessment 
procedures, 

4.  Diagrams  and  simple  drawings  sufficient  to  convey  overall  height,  bulk, 
massing  and  distribution  of  uses  of  the  proposal  and  the  applicant's 
compliance  with  the  enclosed  development  and  design  controls. 

The  Authority  r^sarves   the  right  to  reject  any  and  all  proposals. 


GUIDE  TO  DEVELOPMENT  AND  DESIGN 

1.  Location 

-  Within  the  Downtown  Waterfront/ Faneuil  Hall  Urban  Renewal  Project. 

-  Bounded  by  Commercial  Street,  John  Fitzgerald  Expressway,  State  Street 

2.  Square  Footage 

Rouse  Leased  Area  9,200    square  feet 

Remaining  Area  including 

the  area  of  the  "Walk  to  the  Sea"     61,600 

3.  Building  Constraints 

-  The  "Walk  to  the  Sea"  must  be  aligned  with  South  Market  Street. 

-  Two  major  sewer  and  drain  lines,  running  north  to  south  (48"  and  54") 
must  remain;  access  to  these  lines  must  be  maintained  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Authority  and  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission;  other  east/west  sewers  as  shown  on  the  parcel  map  can 

be  eliminated  by  the  development. 

-  Rouse's  trash  facility  area  may  be  included  in  the  development 
submission,  provided  comparable  services  can  be  included  or  integrated 
into  the  development. 

4.  Use 

-  Primary  use  shall  be  office 

-  Ground  floor  facades  must  have  active,  retail  uses  on  State  Street, 
Conmercial  Street  and  both  sides  of  the  "Walk  to  the  Sea"  (S.  Market 
Street  Ext.).     Multi-leveled  specialty  store  may  be  considered. 

-  Service  access  should  be  from  the  under  artery  Surface  Road. 

-  A  public  coimercial  parking  component  is  not  permitted.     Parking  may  be 
provided  only  for  the  uses  within  the  parcel. 

5.  Design  Guidelines 

-  A  "Walk  to  the  Sea"  must  be  maintained  as  predominantly  open  to  the 
sky,  and  must  be  aligned  substantially  to  the  width  of  South  Market 
Street.  It  should  not  become  a  passageway  through  a  building  mass. 
However,  if  an  above-grade  linkage  were  desired  between  the  two 
portions  of  the  parcel,  it  would  be  considered  as  a  visual  mask  of 
the  Central  Artery. 

^  -  Parcel  D-10  should  be  considered  as  a  major  activity  node  on  a  "Walk 
to  the  Sea".  It  is  not  a  termination  of  the  Faneuil  Hall  Marketplace. 

-  Wherever  applicable,  the  building  element  should  visually  mask  the 
Central  Artery. 

(continued) 


-  The  building  must  complement,  without  overpowering,  the  historic 
Faneuil  Hall  Markets  and  the  Granite  State  Street  Block  south  of  the 
site. 

-  The  massing  of  0-10  should  enhance  the  visual  dominance  of  the  Custom 
House  Tower. 

-  The  major  massing  element  of  the  building  should  be  located  between 
State  Street  and  the  extension  of  the  south  side  of  Chatham  Street.  The 
building  should  then  step  or  slope  down  to  a  maximum  height  of  40  feet 
along  a  "Walk  to  the  Sea". 

-  Building  elements,  if  any,  that  are  proposed  for  the  north  side  of  the 
"Walk  to  the  Sea"  must  step  down  to  a  maximum  height  of  30'  at  said 
walkway. 

-  A  pedestrian  easement  in  the  form  of  a  covered  arcade  of  a  minimum 
of  two  stories  in  height  and  15  feet  in  width  must  be  provided  along 
State  Street  to  accommodate  possible  future  street  widening. 

-  The  development  should  have  a  F.A.R.  of  not  more  than  6. 

-  Maximum  height  shall  not  exceed  220  feet  above  the  State  Street 
sidewalk, 

-  Building  materials  shall  be  masonry  and  glass  and  details  shall 
reinforce  the  scale  and  character  of  the  adjacent  historic  building. 


ATTACHMENT  III;   EAST  BOSTON  PIERS/ SITE  ANALYSIS 


AST  BOSTON  PIERS /SITE  ANALYSIS 


Februarv,  1982/BRA 
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AST  BOSTON  PIERS/SITE  MALYSIS 
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ROGRAM  ELEMENTS 
DENTIFIED  BY  PAC 


POTENTIAL  SITE 
OPPORTUNITIES 


POTENTIAL  SITE  LIMITATIONS 


ndustrial 


proximity  to 
airport 
waterfront 
location 
mass  transit 


-  poor  vehicular  access 

-  high  site  development  costs 

-  proposed  Bird  Island  Flats 
development 
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EAST  BOSTON  PIERS 
SITE  ANALYSIS 

JUNE  198  2 


CITY  OF  BOSTON 

KEVIN  H.  WHITE,  MAYOR 

BOSTON  REDEVELOP^fENT  AUTHORITY 
ROBERT  J.  RYAN,  DIRECTOR 


SITE  ANALYSIS 


I.   THE  SITE 


The  East  Boston  Piers  1-5  consist  of  approximately  56  acres  of 
land  and  water.   Of  this,  about  2U  acres  is  solid  land,  15  acres 
piers,  and  the  remaining  is  water  area.   The  property  is  predominantly 
vacant,  except  for  the  large  Pier  shed  on  Pier  1. 

MassPort  acquired  the  property  from  the  Penn  Central  Railroad 
m  1970,  and  all  structures  on  Piers  3  and  4  were  stripped  to  dock 
level. 

MassPort 's  Master  Plan  prepared  in  1976  first  set  forth  the 
policy  of  MassPort  to  divest  themselves  of  the  Piers.   As  stated  in 
the  Plan:   "These  piers  have  inadequate  access  and  hinterland 
for  any  major  port  use  today.   MassPort  piers  and  waterfront 
property  in  East  Boston  are  not  needed  for  seaport  activities,  which 
can  be  better  accommodated  at  other  harbor  locations.   The  best  use 
of  this  land  is  for  residential,  recreational  or  other  purposes 
related  to  the  development  of  the  East  Boston  community". 
II.  THE  NEIGHBORHOOD 

Relatively  isolated  from  the  rest  of  the  City  until  the  1950 's. 
East  Boston  has  retained  its  homogeneity  and  remains  a  solid,  stable, 
predominantly  Italian  community  of  about  32,000  residents.   From 
1835  to  1915,  East  Boston  developed  as  an  industrial  and  shipping 
community  where  goods  were  transferred  between  ships  and  trains  that  ' 
connected  to  all  the  manufacturing  centers  of  New  England.   The  major 
changes  since  1915  have  been  the  growth  of  transportation  facilities, 
particularly  the  tunnels,  McClellan  Highway  and  Logan  Airport, 
the  decline  of  the  neighborhood's  pop^alationCfrom  a  level  of  60,000 
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in  1930)  and  employment  base  [unemployment  in  East  Boston  is 
among  the  highest  in  the  City^ . 

The  Jeffries  Point  neighborhood,  immediately  adjacent  to  the 
East  Boston  Piers  site,  is  a  densely  settled  residential  area 
of  two  and  three  decker  wooden  structures  situated  on  a  hill 
between  Marginal  Street  and  the  airport.   From  the  southern  side 
of  the  hill,  there  are  exceptional  views  of  the  downtown  skyline 
and  harbor  activity.   The  neighborhood  contains  several  small 
parks,  including  the  recently  constructed  Jeffries  Point  park 
adjacent  to  the  harbor,  Brophy  Park  and  the  Golden  Stairs  which  lead 
to  Piers  . 

The  Maverick  Square  commercial  area  which  has  deteriorated 
in  recent  years  is  north  of  the  site  providing  convenient  mass  transit 
access  via  the  Maverick  Station  of  the  MBTA  Blue  Line.   Lewis  Mall 
provides  a  pedestrian  link  from  the  T  Station  to  the  edge  of  the 
site.   Central  Square,  East  Boston's  largest  shopping  area,  is  also 
in  close  proximity. 

Northwest  of  the  site  is  situated  the  recently 
developed  North  Ferry  Waterfront  Park  and  the  400-unit  Maverick  . 
Housing  Project.   Together  with  other  subsidized  housing  near  the 
site,  including  Heritage  Apartments  and  Victory  Gardens,  there 
are  over  800  units  in  the  area. 

The  Bethlehem  Steel  Ship  repair  yard,  one  of  the  neighborhood's 
major  employers,  is  located  along  the  southeastern  boundary  of  the 
Harborside  site.   The  only  vehicular  access  to  the  site  is  via 
Marginal  Street  and  employee  parking  is  presently  provided  on  the 
East  Boston  Piers  site  by  agreement  with  MassPort. 
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III.   DEVELOPMENT  OPPORTUNITIES  AND  LIMITATIONS 

The  East  Boston  Piers  site  has  a  number  o£  characteristics 
which  make  it  particularly  attractive  for  a  major  mixed  use 
development,  including  size,  location,  transit  access  and  views. 
However,  there  are  also  a  number  of  conditions  which  could  hamper 
development  on  this  site  such  as  pier  and  land  conditions,  vehicular 
access,  height  restrictions,  noise  and  market  considerations. 

A.  The  site  offers  the  following  development  opportunities: 

1.  Large,  essentially,  vacant  site.   Adjacent  to  a 
stable,  residential  community,  the  56-acre  site  is  large  enough  to 
accommodate  a  substantial  development  but  does  not  have  the 
relocation  and  demolition  costs  and  difficulties  often  associated  with 
such  large,  urban  sites. 

2.  Extensive  waterfrontage.   The  site  offers  over  2,000 
feet  of  water  frontage,  excluding  the  piers,  providing  opportunities 
for  various  kinds  of  water  related  and  water  dependent  uses  and 
activities . 

3.  Proximity  to  downtown  and  airport.   The  site  is  situated 
within  a  mile  and  a  half  of  Downtown  Boston  and  Logan  Airport  and 
should  be  particularly  attractive  to  uses  which  require  easy  access 

to  these  major  employment  and  transportation  centers. 

4.  Proximity  to  Maverick  MBTA  Station.   The  entire  site 
is  within  a  ten-minute  walk  of  the  Maverick  MBTA  Station  of  the  Blue 
Line  providing  easy  mass  transit  access  to  Downtown  Boston  and  Logan 
Airport . 
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5.  Existing  Pier  I  building.   Constructed  in  the  1950's, 
the  Pier  I  Shed  offers  about  200,000  square  feet  of  warehouse  space 

on  a  single  floor  with  adjacent  berthing  space  for  large  ships.   Since 
both  the  pier  and  shed  are  in  reasonably  good  condition  (but  in 
need  of  repair)  ,  this  space  could  easily  be  used  for  water-dependent 
warehouse  use  or  reused  for  any  combination  of  similar  uses. 

6 .  Spectacular  views/south  -  southwestern  exposure.   The 
site  offers  spectacular  views  of  the  Downtown  Boston  skyline  and 
Harbor  activities  and  is  favorably  situated  with  a  south  -  southwestern 
exposure  insuring  maximum  sunlight  for  new  development  and  related 
waterfront  open  space. 

B.   'The  site  presents  a  number  of  development  limitations: 

1.  Deteriorated  Piers  and  Poor  Site  Conditions 

Pier  1  is  generally  in  good  condition,  while  Piers  3,  4  and 
5  are  in  generally  poor  condition.   While  Pier  1  can  continue  to 
operate  as  a  general  cargo  terminal,  the  use  of  Piers  3,  4  and  5 
would  be  dangerous  and  may  be  difficult  to  reuse  in  their  present 
condition.   Soil  conditions  in  the  backiand  area  create  construction 
problems  that  will  affect  future  building  costs,  location  and 
massing.   Specific  engineering  studies  will  be  needed  to  properly 
evaluate  alternative  development  schemes  (see  attachment) . 

2.  Possible  Conflicts  with  Other  Markets  and  Developments 
The  location  of  the  site  presents  questions  of  marketability 

for  certain  uses.   It  is  across  the  Harbor  from  the  Class  A  downtown 
retail/office/housing  market.   Maverick  Square,  located  immediately 
adjacent  to  the  site,  is  a  deteriorated  commercial  area  and  the 
surrounding  residential  neighborhood  is  primarily  two  and  three 
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decker  wooden  structures.   In  addition,  the  proposed  hotel/conference 
center  and  office/warehousing  uses  at  the  Bird  Island  Flats  develop- 
ment may  limit  the  market  for  such  uses  at  the  Pier  site.   There  is 
also  the  question  o£  creating  a  market  conflict  with  the  Charlestown 
Navy  Yard  and  North  Station  Project. 

3 .  Poor  Vehicular  Access 

The  need  to  provide  improved  automobile  access  to  the  site 
is  recognized.   Current  access  is  provided  from  Marginal  Street 
through  residential  and  commercial  streets  to  the  north.   Previous 
studies  have  suggested  that  one  long-term  solution  would  be  the 
construction  of  a  new  road  in  the  Conrail  right-of-way  to  minimize 
traffic  impact  on  the  community  (see  attachment) . 

4.  Noise 

Because  of  the  close  proximity  of  the  site  to  Logan  Airport, 
noise  will  be  a  factor  in  the  development  of  the  piers.   Federal 
Housing  Guidelines  published  by  HUD  require  compatible  land  use 
planning  in  relation  to  airports.   In  order  for  housing  development 
to  be  eligible  for  Federal  financing,  65  L^^    (day/night  average  sound 
level)  is  the  cut-off  for  needing  noise  impact  mitigation.   According 
to  MassPort's  Noise  Abatement  Division  (see  attachment),  Piers  2-5 
are  between  65-70  Lj   contour  and  therefore  exceed  HUD's  noise 
standard. 

5.  Height  Restriction 

According  to  MassPort's  planning  office  (see  attachment), 
if  a  building  is  to  exceed  150  feet  above  the  airfield  elevation 
of -^18  feet,  the  FAA  decides  whether  the  building  poses  a  hazard  to 
navigation.   MassPort  has  given  assurances  to  the  FAA  that  it  will 


not  erect  obstructions  on  its  property.   Therefore,  construction 
on  the  East  Boston  Piers  site  must  be  planned  observing 
FAA  restrictions. 


ATTACHMENTS 


EAST  BOSTON  PIERS  ACCESS  ROAD 
PRELIMINARY  OPTIONS  -  S/l/d,2 

OPTION  I:    UTILIZE  EXISTING  CONRAIL  RIGHT  OF  WAY  CROW)  FOR  DEPRESSED, 
LIMITED  ACCESS  ROAD  FROM  PIERS  TO  CONNECTION  WITH 
AIRPORT  RAMPS 

Depressed  road/reduced  noise  in  adjacent  residential 

areas 

Maintain  existing  bridges 

No  demolition  of  structures  or  displacement 

Possibility  for  over  highway  deck  for  recreation  or 

development 

Land  in  single  public  ownership 

Possibility  for  linear  recreation  area  between  Bremen 

Street  and  new  road  (this  would,  however,  require 

additional  takings,  demolition  of  several  non-residential 

structures  and  possible  relocation) 

ROADWAY  CHARACTERISTICS 

Maximum  width  34  feet  (existing  clear  distance  between 

the  abutments  of  existing  overpasses) 

Vertical  clearance  of  approximately  16  feet 

Accommodate  two  12-foot  lanes  with  shoulders 

Limited  access  -  no  connection  with  local  street  system 

Capacity? 

Cost? 

OPTION  II:   WIDEN  BREMEN  STREET  TO  AIRPORT  RAMPS 

Bremen  Street  already  widened  from  Sumner  Street  to  site 

(South  Bremen  Street)  (approximately  45  feet  wide) 

Require  taking  privately  owned  parcels  along  east  side 

of  Bremen  Street  (5  or  6  parcels) 

Require  demolition  of  about  four  non-residential  structures 

Roadway  integrated  with  local  highway  system  (require 

signalized  intersections/possibility  of  closing  one  or 

more  cross  streets  to  reduce  conflict) 

Require  filling  to  bring  acquired  land  up  to  grade 

Possibility  of  developing  linear  recreation  area 

adjacent  to  widened  roadway 

ROADWAY  CHARACTERISTICS 

Roadway  could  accommodate  tow  or  more  12 -foot  lanes,  parking 

lane,  and  turn  lane  (wider  road,  particularly  if  median 

included  could  require  taking  part  of  Conrail  ROW  in 

addition  to  privately  owned  parcels) 

Capacity? 

Cost? 


OPTION  III:  CONSTRUCT  LIMITED  ACCESS,  DEPRESSED  4 -LANE  ROADWAY 
ADJACENT  TO  BREMEN  STREET 

Require  construction  of  new  bridges  (3  roadway  bridges) 
Require  acquisition  of  Conrail  ROW,  as  well  as  privateiy- 
owned  parcels  (.also  part  of  Marginal  Street  between  Sumner 
and  piers) 

ROADWAY  CHARACTERISTICS 

Capacity? 
Cost? 

OPTION  IV:   CONSTRUCT  NEW  ROADWAY  AT  GRADE  ADJACENT  TO  BREMEN  STREET 

Eliminates  necessity  of  constructing  new  bridges 
Require  taking  of  privately  owned  parcels,  as  well  as 
part  of  Conrail  ROW 
Partially  separates  local  traffic  from  through  traffic 

ROADWAY  CHARACTERISTICS 

Roadway  could  accommodate  two  or  more  12 -foot  lanes  as 
well  as  parking  and  turn  lanes  if  necessary 
Capacity? 
Cost? 


QUESTION  AND  ANSWER  SUMMARIES  OF  THE  CONDITION  SURVEY  OF  STORCH 
ASSOCIATES,  EAST  BOSTON  MARINE  TERMtNAL  (PfERS  1.  t ,    4,  5.  BACKLAND 
AREA,  GRANITE  QUAYWALL  AND  SOILS  ANALYSIS) 

The  following  are  responses  to  the  questions  regarding  the 
condition  of  East  Boston  Piers  1-5.   These  responses  (in  a  question 
and  answer  format)  are  based  on  BRA's  Engineering  Department's 
review  of  the  January,  1981,  Condition  Survey  of  the  East  Boston 
Marine  Terminal  prepared  by  Storch  Associates  under  contract  to 
MassPort.   To  the  best  of  our  knowledge,  the  Storch  report  is  the 
most  complete  and  up-to-date  analysis,  l^ile  this  report  provides 
us  with  some  insight  on  existing  conditions,  it  is  clear  that 
additional  engineering  work  will  be  required  during  subsequent 
phases  of  the  planning  and  development  effort. 

QUESTIONS  AND  ANSWERS 
1.   What  is  the  structural  condition  of  the  Piers? 

Pier  I  is  generally  in  good  condition  although  if  corrosion 
is  permitted  to  remain  unchecked  Cat  present  25%  of  Pier) 
the  steel  piles  will  have  to  be  replaced  in  the  future;  cathodic 
protection  system  is  inoperative  and  may  not  be  economically 
rehabilitated.   Underwater  inspection  shows  steel  pipe  piles 
generally  in  good  condition. 

Piers  3,  4,  and  5  are  in  generally  poor  condition;  marine 
borers  have  attacked  the  wooden  pile  system  and  deterioration  is 
extensive;  carrying  capacity  of  the  piles  will  diminish  as  the 
marine  borer  attack  progresses. 
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2.  What  is  the  condition  of  the  granite  quayvalls? 

The  granite  quaywalls  appeared  to  be  in  fair  condition  with 
minimal  maintenance  needed  (identified  in  the  Storch  Report) . 
The  shoreline  between  Piers  4  and  5  and  to  the  east  side  of  Pier  5 
is  not  adequately  protected  against  major  erosion  because  of  the 
lack  of  quaywalls. 

3 .  Can  the  Piers  be  repaired  and  at  what  estimated  cost? 

For  Pier  1,  precise  costs  will  relate  to  proposed  development 
program  (i.e.,  intensity  of  uses  and  specific  structural  require- 
ments) ;  demolition  of  shed  and  buildings  on  pier  deck  has  been 
generally  estimated  at  $500,000  and  $1  million,  respectively. 
Evaluation  of  cathodic  protection  system  will  allow  for  costs  to 
be  determined. 

Pile  restoration  program  for  Piers  3,  4  and  S  based  on 
conditions  in  January,  1981,  placed  the  cost  at  $4  million* 
for  Pier  3,  $6.4  million  for  Pier  4,  and  $1.4  million  for  Pier  5. 
Any  future  work  on  the  piers  itself  would  require  additional 
expenditures. 

4.  Are  the  Piers  usable  in  present  condition? 

Pier  1  can  continue  as  a  general  cargo  terminal  without  major 
repairs.  Any  extended  use  will  require  improvements  to  the  steel 
piles . 

Use  of  Piers  3,  4,  and  5  could  be  dangerous  to  the  general 
public  and  may  be  difficult  to  legitimately  reuse  in  its  present 
condition  because  of  inability  for  any  user  to  acquire  proper 
liability  insurance  coverage. 


5 .  IVhat  is  Piers  reuse  potential  for  open  space  reuses? 

Pier  1  could  clearly  be  used  for  both  active  and  passive  open 

space  uses;  open  space  activities  for  Piers  3,  4  and  5  remain  as 
questionable  uses  because  of  the  deterioration. 

6.  If  the  soils  in  the  backland  area  create  problems  for  larger 
buil31ngs,  how  did  it  originally  support  grain  and  water  towers? 

A  difficult  question  --  possibly  because  granary  was  built 

on  piles,  a  mat  or  caissons  to  overcome  poor  soil  conditions 

that  would  severely  impact  the  foundations  for  these  structures 

which  previously  existed  on  this  site. 

7 .  Can  marina  reuse  be  recommended  given  the  site  conditions? 
Yes,  wind  conditions  or  tidal  characteristics  could  be 

overcome  through  breakwater  barriers  so  located  to  minimize  tidal 
or  wave  action. 

8.  Vfhat   is  the  condition  of  the  shoreline? 

The  shoreline  is  described  in  detail  in  the  Storch  Report. 
There  are  specific  areas  needing  repair  including:   concrete 
spall  at  Pier  1  Pipe  Tunnel,  crack  in  wall  at  base  of  Pier  1, 
Pier  1  west  bulkhead  fascia  stone.  Pier  1  west  bulkhead 
protective  riprap  and,  as  previously  mentioned,  the  lack  of  quaywalls 
between  Piers  4  and  5  and  to  the  east  side  of  Pier  5  (which  would 
serve  as  protection  against  major  erosion). 

9.  Will  the  specific  site  conditions  affect  future  building  location 
and  massing? 

Yes,  low  rise  buildings  CI  and  2  stories)  can  be  accommodated 

using  less  expensive  spread  footings.   High  rise  structures  will 

require  the  more  expensive  mat  footings,  piles  or  caissons  to 

eliminate  the  larger  areas  needed  in  the  spread  footing  format. 


10.  Can  the  cost  pf  fjn  be  estimated? 

No,  depending  on  availability  o£  fill  from  other  projects, 
or  types  o£  materials  that  could  be  used  as  rip-rap  along  the  water's 
edge  . 

11.  Will  pre-loading  of  fills  require  extensive  time  delays  before 
undertaking  new  construction? 

Not  necessarily.   Some  time  will  be  needed  but  geotechnical 

studies  are  only  means  to  determine  extent  of  lead  time.   Could  be 

as  much  as  6-12  months  with  6 '-8'  organic  filled  material. 

12 .  Are  additional  engineering  studies  needed  at  this  time? 
Engineering  studies  may  be  needed  to  properly  evaluate  alternative 

development  schemes  or  for  purposes  of  parcelization  of  the  site. 
In  addition,  more  information  will  be  needed  on  the  condition  of  the 
piers  Csteel  and  wooden  piles,  the  shed  area  and  the  fender 
systems) and  the  breakwater  requirements  in  establishing  the  cost 
of  implementing  the  preferred  development  scheme.   In  depth 
eva-luation  of  existing  utility  systems  will  also  be  necessary  as 
will  specific  environmental  impacts,  such  as  the  impact  of  high 
buildings  on  Logan's  runway  approaches  on  Third  Harbor  Tunnel,  or 
of  impact  of  any  possible  marina  on  other  boating  in  vicinity, 
etc. 
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LOGAN  INTERNATIONAL  AIRPORT,  EAST  BOSTON,  MASS.  02128     (6171  482-2930 


May  26,  1982 


Mr,  Gary  Brown 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

9th  Floor 

City  Hall 

Boston,  MA  02201 

Dear  Gary: 

As  you  requested,  attached  is  a  copy  of  a  portion  of  the 
1980  Day-Night  Ldn  Contour  map  which  shows  the  East  Boston 
Piers.   As  you  can  see.  Pier  1  is  between  the  60-65  Ldn  contour; 
Piers  2-5  are  between  the  65-70  Ldn  contour. 

Let  me  know  if  I  can  be  of  any  further  help. 

Yours  sincerely. 


Charles  C.  Snyder,  Jr^ 
Assistant  Manager 
Noise  Abatement 


CCS/amh 

cc:   A.  Boelter 
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CATALYST  FOR  NEW  ENGLAND  COMMERCE 


nassport 
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February  4,  1982 

Rick  Shaklik 

Boston  Redevelopment  Authority 

1  City  Hall  Sq. 

City  Hall, 

Boston,  Mass.  02201 

Dear  Rick: 

With  regard  to  the  FAA  restrictions  on  heights  at  East  Boston  Piers, 
I  have  some  preliminary  guidelines.  The  FAA  responds  to  specific  pro- 
jects proposed  for  construction,  but  there  are  some  rules  of  thumb  that 
apply. 

If  a  building  is  to  exceed  150  feet  above  the  airfield  elevation 
of /N/  18  feet,  the  FAA  decides  whether  the  building  poses  a  hazard  to 
navigation.  The  building  owner  might  be  required  by  FAA  to  install 
obstruction  lights  atop  the  building.  If  the  proposed  building  is  on 
a  runway  path,  the  FAA  might  try  to  persuade  the  developer  to  change 
the  building  envelope,  but  the  FAA  has  no  authority  to  require  the 
change. 

The  Piers  are  not  on  a  final  approach  to  any  existing  runway.  The 
property  could  be  on  the  approach  to  14-32  were  it  ever  to  be  built. 

Massport  has  given  assurances  to  the  FAA  that  it  will  not  erect 
obstructions  on  its  property.  Thus,  construction  at  the  South  Boston 
Naval  Annex  and  Castle  Island  has  been  planned  observing  FAA  restric- 
tions. The  development  of  Commonwealth  Pier  will  be  similarly  moni- 
tored for  adherence  to  FAA  requirements.  The  same  should  hold  true 
for  the  East  Boston  Piers.  There  are  precedents  of  Massport  allowing 
the  construction  of  buildings  in  excess  of  150  feet.  The  Control  Tower 
and  the  Hilton  Hotel  are  cases  in  point. 

Again,  this  is  just  a  guide  for  initial  site  planning  purposes.  As 
we  proceed  with  plan  development,  we  can  discuss  this  issue  in  more  de- 
tail with  FAA  representatives. 

If  you  have  any  further  questions,  please  let  me  know. 

Sincerely, 
MASSACHUSETTS  PORT  AUTHORITY, 


X(^L' 


Alice  Boelter^ 
AR/n]  Senior/Port  PTa; 
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